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PREFACE 


Earnest students of Sri Sankaracharya’s Advaita system, 
have reason to be bewildered in their attempt to ascertain his 
exact teaching about the message of the Upanishads to seekers 
of the Highest Good universally believed by orthodox follow¬ 
ers of the Sanatana Dharma, to have been promised by those 
sacred revelations to man. 

This is so neither because of the obscurity of style or 
the absence of precision of thought expressed in the writings 
of Sankara himself, nor because of the paucity of explanatory 
literature on the subject. On the contrary, there are two fertile 
sources of this confusion. In the first place, Sankara’s works 
are now generally studied and taught by learned Pandits who 
are mostly guided by popular Sanskrit works relying on one 
or more of the conflicting sub-commentaries claiming to 
propound Sankara’s thought. And in the second place, neither 
the professors nor the oriental scholars, who undertake to write 
on the subject in English, seem to be earnest in entering upon 
a comparative study of the varying estimates of Sankara 
presented by the sub-commentaries and the adverse critics of 
(Sankara) belonging to other schools on the one hand, and 
in the original works of Sankara, independent of the commen¬ 
taries on the other, before arriving at any conclusion about 
the genuine views of that Acharya. 

I have attempted to invite the attention of scholars in 
general and the Vidwans of our country in particular, to the 
urgency of such a study, by publishing several pamphlets and 
books as well as a few elaborate works in Kannada, Sanskrit 
and English. Owing to my rapidly failing health and eyesight, 
I have now thought it fit to condense my views within the 
limited compass of this small book appealing to the thoughtful 
Vedantins of our country to consider how far my conclusions 
are acceptable and to offer their candid opinion in this matter, 



so that all the assessments of my humble opinions, may be 
consolidated in the symposium proposed to be published by 
the Kaiyalaya. 

The booklet now presented to Vedantins for critical 
appreciation, naturally contains my personal views as a sample 
of what is expected from the contributors to the forthcoming 
symposium. (1) I have taken the Sutra Bhashya as the chief 
court of appeal for the obvious reason that it is an exegetical 
work which comprehends not only Sankara’s considered con¬ 
clusions and lays down the principles by which an interpre¬ 
tation of Advaita-Vedanta, has to be guided, but also because 
it convincingly shows the critical qualified seeker how the 
truth of Advaita Vedanta may be intuited as corresponding to 
the real nature of the Self of each one of us. (2) Quotations 
from the Glta-Bhashya or any other commentaiy, are drawn 
upon only to confirm any conclusion based upon the Sutra- 
Bhashya. (3) I have tried to classify the important misconcep¬ 
tions under particular heads, and have produced my vouchers 
mainly in the form of citations from the Sutra-Bhashya. And 
lastly (4) I have tried to show how Sankara’s teachings can 
be corroborated by the declarations of the only traditional 
teacher, Sri Gaudapadacharya, whose classical work is still 
available for reference. 

I am fully aware that many an item of discussion noticed 
here, might have been developed and presented as an inde¬ 
pendent work by itself. But my object was only to list all 
the important topics in a neat and compact brochure for the 
ready reference of the critical scholars. 

I hope that the Table of contents and the Word-Index 
will be of some service to the reader in this direction. 


Bangalore. 

24-10-1973 


Author 
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MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA 

-§o§ -— 

INTRODUCTION 

There are a number of misconceptions that have 
gained currency, both in India and abroad, with regard 
to the biography, mission in life and the lasting work 
wrought by the great Sankarachaiya of world-wide 
fame. And in my humble opinion, any assessment of 
his Vedantic System, is bound to lose much of its 
value, unless these misconce-ptions are first removed 
from the public mind by a consensus of opinion of 
Vedanta-vidwans and scholars interested in the 
teachings of the Upanishads. 

Except for some poetical or half-poetical 
legendary works called Sankara- Vijayas, written or 
caused to be written by authors biased towards their 
own peculiar doctrines or religious practices, long after 
the departure of the Achaiya, there are no reliable 
historical accounts of his life or the reforms he 
effected in society. Even the place and date of his 
birth or exit, his parentage and the chief incidents in 
his life, have not been definitely ascertained till to-day. 

That he was the founder of the Advaitic System 
of Vedanta, that he resuscitated some religious sects 
and placed them on a firm footing, and that he 
established four different mutts in the four cardinal 
directions of India with the object of propagating 
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Vedanta, are some of the prevalent popular beliefs 
which are yet to be corroborated by indisputable 
historical evidence. 

In these circumstances, it would appear to be 
best for us to rest content with believing that Sankara 
still lives in his Vedantic works, especially in the three 
classical works in the shape of Bhashyas on the 
Upanishads, the Bhagavadgita and the Vedanta-Sutras 
of Badarayana. 

Of these three Institutes of Vedanta collectively 
known by the name of the Prasthanatrayi , the 
canonical Upanishads, about thirteen in number, form 
the basic source which Sankara has recognized, as 
exclusively revealing the nature of Brahman or 
Reality. One who is of the highest type of qualified 
aspirants, should be able to see the Truth immediately 
without any other extraneous assistance from this 
Sruti-Prasthana alone. But for those who are not up 
to the mark, the study of the Bhagvadgita or the 
SmrtPPrasthana is also necessary. That work not only 
explains the Vedantic teaching concerning Brahman or 
Atman compendiously, but also sets forth at length, 
the needful course of discipline (Sadhana) besides the 
central teaching (Siddhanta). Seekers of the middling 
type, therefore, have to supplement the study of the 
teaching of the Upanishads by undergoing this course 
before they are able to see Reality with the direct 
insight, aimed at in Vedanta. And thirdly, the qualified 
students of the last class, have to master Badarayana’s 
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Sahraka Mimamsa also, which has been called the 
Nyaya Prasthana^ that which recommends the method 
of approach adopted in the investigation of Reality 
with the aid of Manana (reflection on the significance 
of the Upanishadic teaching) or Vedantic Reason. It 
is in this branch of Vedantic study, where Sankara is 
at his best not only in making the original source 
quite intelligible by reducing them to a systematic 
whole, but also by showing the unique indubitable 
nature of Vedantic Vision of Atman according to his 
own tradition in contrast to all other systematizations 
conceivable. 

We shall therefore restrict ourselves chiefly to 
this Acharya’s Bhashya on the Vedantic-Sutras in 
determining his genuine traditional teaching for the 
purpose of exposing the various misconceptions 
rampant among modem interpretations. 

6ANKARA’S MISSION IN LIFE 

1. That Sankara was commissioned by his 
Guru to write a Bhashya on Advaita to counteract 
other sectarian views, is nowhere vouched for in the 
accredited classical works of that Acharya. But for a 
solitary verse at the end of the commentary on 
Gaudapada’s Karikas, which perhaps may be guessed 
to have been a reference to his direct preceptor, we 
have no mention of Govinda-Bhagavatpada, who is 
believed to have inspired him with any such mission. 

2. The belief that Advaita is just one school 
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of Vedanta which has always been current side by 
side with the Dvaita of Madhvacharya, and the 
Visishtadvaita of Ramanujacharya, is easily disposed 
of by the consideration of the fact, that Sankara 
himself refers to numerous Advaitic schools, whose 
interpretation he has been at considerable pains to 
refute in his Bhashyas. While the Bhashyas of 
Sankara do refer to the Sankhyas, Yogas, Vaiseshikas 
and other dualistic Darsanas opposed to Vedanta, 
there is not a single hint either in Sankara’s works or 
in those of any contemporaneous writers, to indicate 
that Vedantic schools like the modem Dvaita or 
Visishtadvaita Vedanta, existed at the time of or 
before Sankara. 

3. That Sankara was not the founder of this 
particular traditional interpretation of Vedanta, can 
be readily known through his express reference to 
Gaudapada as ‘one who knows the traditional way of 
interpreting the Vedantas or Upanishads’. 

(SBh. 2-1-9), cwr ^ (SBh. 

1-4-14). 

4. The theory that the pre-Sahkara-Vedanta 
was more akin to Ramanuja’s System, formulated 
on the flimsy evidence of certain recent Vedantic 
writers like Bhaskara, Yamunacharya and Ramanuja 
who have cited certain names of ancient Vedantins, 
cannot be substantiated, as we have no significant 
extracts from those writers relied upon by the hostile 
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critics. On the other hand, we have several Advaitic 
schools mentioned by both Sankara in his Sutra- 
Bhashya and Suresvara in his Sambandha-Vartika - 
whose views have been stated and criticized at length 
from the rational as well as exegetical stand-point. 

5. Sankara and Gaudapada, have been both 
charged with having deliberately imported Buddhistic 
doctrines into Vedanta by adverse Bhashyakaras, and 
there have been oriental scholars who have tried to 
show how Gaudapada has actually adopted words 
which have significant meaning only in Buddhistic 
philosophy, borrowed verses verbatim or adapted them 
from Buddhistic works and has taken over doctrines 
like non-origination and the Chatushkoti dialectic (the 
logic of the inapplicability of the four possible 
alternative predicates to the Absolute). And some 
scholars have gone to the length of supposing that 
Gaudapada was himself a hidden Buddhist ; as some 
non-advaitic Vedantins have styled him. That all this, 
is the result of a hasty conjecture, has been 
demonstrated on the strength of available evidence, in 
my Sanskrit commentary on the Mandukya,* and the 
English Introduction to it. The foundation of 
Gaudapada’s ajati-vada no less than that of Sankara 
(the doctrine of the unborn Brahman) is in the 
Upanishads themselves, which emphatically declare 
Em Me) ‘Being never bom, He is mayically 

* The Mandukya-Rahasya-Vivrti, published by the 
Karyalaya. 
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bom in many ways’ (Tai. Ar. 3-18). The phrase 
(G.K. 1-16, 3-36, 4-81) repeatedly 
occuring in Gaudapada’s Karikas, and ascribed by 
Sankara to ‘knowers of Vedantic tradition’ (SBh. 2- 
1-9), is a clincher on this point, for there is not a 
shred of evidence to show that the Buddhistic 
philosophers relied on the examination of the three 
states of consciousness, to support the doctrine that 
Reality is non-dual, unborn and free from the sleep 
of ignorance (anidram) and devoid of the dream of 
misconception (asvapnam). As for the Dialectic of 
four alternatives, the reader should carefully note that 
while the dialectic aims at showing the impossibility 
of Causation, Gaudapada insists that there is the 
Revered Lord or Absolute untouched by all the four 
alternatives (G.K. 4-84). 

6. It is a conjecture unsupported by any historical 
evidence, to suppose that Sankara’s or even 
Gaudapada’s chief aim, was to counteract the 
influence on peoples’ mind, of the prevailing 
Buddhism. Sankara’s Bhashya proclaims that Vedanta 
was being misinterpreted by many Vrittikaras; and that 
his commentaries were intended to restore the 
traditional way of interpretation. Even in Gaudapada’s 
work, the conflicting views of the Buddhists have 
been relegated to the very last chapter, and it has been 
shown there that, while some of the Buddhistic 
speculations come into line with Vedantic reason the 
doctrine of non-dual intuition of Atman was never 
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referred to by the Buddha 
G.K. 4-99). 

THE UNIQUE FEATURE OF 
SANKARA’S WORK 

7. It is not right to regard Sankara’s as only 
one more school to offer its own system brought out 
of the Upanishads by means of the artifice of certain 
peculiar ways of interpretation, just like any other 
school ancient or modem ; for quite unlike other 
commentators on the Vedanta Sutras, Sankara begins 
his Bhashya, with an Introduction dealing with 
Adhyasa - otherwise called Avidya without postulating 
any theory or acceptance of Pramanas (the valid 
sources of right knowledge), and appeals to universal 
intuition throughout. After conclusively showing how 
all evils of mundane life, are due to this natural 
tendency of the human mind, he claims that the main 
purport of the Upanishads, otherwise known as 
Vedantas, is to reveal the wisdom which finally 
sublates this avidya or nescience. 

The student of Sankara’s procedure in interpre¬ 
ting the Upanishads would do well to bear in mind 
the following axiomatic truth which he puts forward 
about the validity of the Upanishadic teaching. 





TL *n. RC. 
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“Sruti and the other holy works , are not the sole means 
of right knowledge in the enquiry into the nature of Brahman, 
as they are in the case of enquiry/ into the nature of Dharma 
(religious duty); but Sruti etc. and intuition and other 
accessories also, are the means here according to the context. 
For the knowledge of Brahman, has to culminate in intuition 
and relates to an existent entity.” SBh. M-2, 28. 

No other commentator of Badarayana’s Sutras, 
has accepted this maxim in his interpretation of the 
Upanishadic texts. 

8. It is not right to say that Sankara 
postulates a hypothetical avidya (avidya-sakti) which 
has transformed itself into egoity called ahankara 
which in its turn, has been superimposed on Atman 
or the Self. On the contrary, he maintains - as we 
have already seen (para 7) - that the beginningless 
mutual superimposition of the real Atman and the 
unreal not-self, is itself the beginningless Avidya or 
basic nescience which occasions all the conventions of 
human life. This hypothetical avidya, has been taught, 
in the sub-commentaries (beginning with the 
Pahchapadika ) on Sankara’s Bhashya, with varying 
theories appended to it, and is responsible for the 
numerous conflicting interpretations now parading 
themselves in the garb of Sankara’s Vedanta. Many 
of the adverse criticisms of Sankara’s Advaita, have 
sprung up mostly owing to a signal failure to 
discriminate the original teaching and the doctrines 
foisted on it by the sub-commentators. A Sanskrit 
book called the Panchapadika-Prasthanam has been 
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published by the present writer showing how the 
non-discrimination of the new doctrines contained in 
this book from the genuine doctrines, has been a 
fruitful source of confusion concerning Sankara’s 
Vedanta. 

AVIDYA AND MAYA 


9. Avidya and Maya are not synonymous 
terms in 6ahkara-Vedanta. It is some post-Sankara’s 
Vedantins who have treated Avidya and Maya to be 
identical (see para 21). Nor has Maya been even 
treated as a statement of contradictions involved in our 
experience of the world and in our knowledge of it, 
as some are tempted to explain it. The word 
‘anirvachaniya 9 may have been perhaps responsible for 
the formulation of such a theory (see para 21 sequel). 
Avidya is subjective and has been explained by 
Sankara as the natural tendency of the mind to 
superimpose the Self and the not-self on each other, 
while Maya is the name given to Prakrti or name and 
form in seed form, which gives rise to all the different 
phenomena. 


T ^iPdaidiPrhcl HIhW) cT^RTc^T- 

TTfjfcT: - ^ ^ II *JT. ^o. 


“Name and form, fancied by avidya as though identical 
with the omniscient Isvara, but which are undefinable. as 
identical with or other than (Isvara), constituting the seed of 
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the phenomenal world of mundane life, have been called the 
Maya, Sakti and Prakrti of the omniscient Lord, in both the 
Sruti and Smrti” SBh. 2-1-14, 440. 

BRAHMAN AND ISVARA 

10. Brahman is the cause of the birth, sustenance 
and dissolution of the universe differentiated into name 
and form, containing numerous agents and 
experiencers of the fruits of actions (SBh. 1-1-2). 
From the highest standpoint of Vedanta (Paramartha- 
Drshti), this causality simply means that the universe , 
being a superimposition on Brahman, has no existence 
of its own apart from Brahman. 

From Slokas of Gaudapada like 
Tlcft cflfh ^ I 

7T || ^T. 

where causality is rejected on rational grounds, 
many have surmised that this is a total rejection of all 
causality, and that Sankara’s tradition has bodily 
imported the ajativada of Buddhists. But the fact is 
that Gaudapada himself accepts the Maya-Satkarya- 
vada.of Vedanta at the Vyavaharika level. Compare 
’wn (‘Is bom through Maya’ - G.K. 3-24), 

1% rfett (‘of what is, birth through Maya is 
possible’- G.K.3-27).* 

* For additional information on this subject, see the au¬ 
thor’s Mandukya-Rahasya- Vivrti (Sanskrit) and the English 
Introduction to that work. 


BRAHMAN AND ISVARA 11 

From the empirical standpoint, however, 
Brahmaif is Isvara the Lord, who rules over all the 
Jivas or individual selves. From this point of view, 
Brahman is described to be omniscient, omnipotent, 
and by nature eternally pure, conscious and free. 
Some interpreters of Sankara , have been misled by the 
use of the word Isvara, which is also used to denote 
Saguna-Brahman (Brahman with qualities) to be 
meditated upon. In consequence of this misconception 
they have invented a theory that knowers of 
Brahman, become one with the qualified Brahman in 
the first instance, and that the final merging in the 
Absolute Brahman, takes place only after all the Jivas 
have thus attained this initial freedom. That this 
doctrine is altogether foreign to Sankara Bhashya, 
becomes crystal-clear, when it is observed that 
Sankara uses the epithets 

‘Omniscient, the Lord of all, the Self of all, the one 
without a second’ (SBh. 2-1-14) to the same Reality 
which he has styled as ‘Isvara’ as also Paramesvara’ 
(SBh. 1-1-17) 

11. It is not right to think that this relative term 
Isvara (Ruler of the selves) applied to Brahman affects 
Its really real nature as the Absolute One without a 
second. For Brahman is Isvara only when w6 
concede the distinction of the Ruler and the ruled 
from the empirical standpoint. Isvara is conditioned 
by Maya (name and form) conjured up by Avidya, 
whereas Jivas (individual selves) are conditioned by 
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the associates of the aggregates of the body and the 
organs, the effect of name and form so conjuted up : 


■ 


S^lfibcd ^ ; R WTT?f^ 1WTT 


^ichFt 


<SHH£icl 11 'H. *IT. 3-^*, Y*°. 


“Thus Rvara’s Rvara-nature, omniscience, and 
omnipotence, are only relative to the limitation due to the 
conditioning associates called up by Avidya, whereas from the 
Paramarthika standpoint there can be neither Isvara-nature nor 
the convention of omniscience etc., in the Atman who is of 
the intrinsic nature altogether devoid of all conditioning asso¬ 
ciates when they are sublated by wisdom” SB. 2-1-14, 440. 

OMNISCIENCE OF BRAHMAN 


12. It would not be an accurate deduction from 
the above-cited excerpt, to think that omniscience of 
Brahman is wholly a figment of avidya. Brahman may 
not be the knower of all from the Paramarthic 
standpoint, inasmuch as there is really nothing else to 
be known. But consciousness or the knowing nature 
itself, is the intrinsic nature of Reality, and as such, 
can never be alienated from Brahman. Sankara says 
this in so many words in the following statement 


1% 




rdufdft*'! ii 


•ST. *TT. bbH, 


“It is a self-contradiction to hold that He who has 
eternal knowledge capable of throwing light on evertything, 
is not omniscient”. SBh. 1-1-5, 69. 
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It goes without saying that this argument might 
be extended to omnipotence also with equal force ; 
for while Brahman cannot be supposed to possess a 
power by virtue of which it can create the world. It 
may, however, be of the very essence of that power. 

CAUSE AND EFFECT 

13. It is not right to think that Badarayana’s 
doctrine of the identity of the effect with the cause, 

is the same as the kindred doctrine of the Sankhyas. 
For be stoutly declares that the effect or the universe 
of sentient and insentient things, is in itself unreal, and 
has no existence, independent of Brahman the cause. 
(Vide the Bhashya on VS. 1-4-14, 2-1-7, and 2-1-14). 

EMPIRICAL REALITY 
OF THE UNIVERSE 

14. The universe is not an illusion according to 
Badararayana as explained by Sankara. Vyavahara 
(human procedure in common life), has its own 
criterion for testing reality and unreality. It is the 
Buddhists who deny reality to external objects. The 
Vijnanavadin says that the object is identical with the 
idea, since both of them are experienced together. 

u Since the 

independent existence of the outside object, is 
inconceivable, he concludes, that it is the idea within 
alone that appears as though it were outside. But 
Sankara draws our attention to the principle 
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it “It is on the evidence or want of 
evidence of some valid means of knowledge, that we 
have to determine the conceivability or the 
inconceivability of the existence of a thing, and not 
vice versa”. (SBh. 2-2-28). 


It will be noted that from the really real 
(Paramarthic) standpoint of Vedanta. 


SrfcIglUsl]^ ^MicHHlcHil RcKcKI STO 

eflrcbchl 'IfdWd TPfrTT:, ^ W^I 

II Sfcf - 


“It is on the presupposition of the superimposition of 
tire Atman and tire un-atman called ‘avidya’ that all 
conventions of Pramanas and Prameyas (means and objects of 
knowledge) and all the Sastras-whether injunctive and 
prohibitive, or teaching Moksha, function.” - Intro. SBh. 5. 

Sankara does not, however, deny the validity of 
Pramanas in the empirical field, even while he does 
aver that they can never survive to function after the 
knowledge of the unity of Atman. 


WTTc^K^rfcfqi%:, 

Pdd,[\d cb^pT^c^ I d ‘art, 

^IcHIcHl^H yPdM^kl WRRcTT 

I rTWRp, WJd^lcHdlMPddl^^WJ: ^ 
edd$R: ; W Ml^dUi ^TTPT 

, PdPpdd^d WISJTf^FRT Pd^lM ^ ^ 

ii tt. nr. 
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THE DISTINCTIVE FEATURE OF SRUTI-PRAMANA 

“So long as there has not been the knowledge of the 
unity of the real Atman, the notion of unreality regarding the 
valid means and objects of knowledge as well as that of the 
resultant knowledge, never occurs to any one. Every living 
soul looks upon the effects themselves as ‘me and mine’- 
related to one another as one’s own Self and something 
belonging to oneself, disregarding one’s own nature of identity 
with Brahma tman. Therefore, every secular and Vedic 
procedure is consistent till awakening to one’s identity with 
Brahman. This is just like the idea of certainty about the 
perception striking to a common man, who sees things of 
various grades of existence in a dream before waking, but 
never suspects at the time that it might be only a semblance 
of perception” SBh. 2-1-14, 436. 

THE DISTINCTIVE FEATURE OF 

Sruti-pramana 

15. ft is evident that Vedantic procedure in 
teaching the true nature of Brahman - no less than 
that of enjoining Upasanas, is also entirely within the 
region of Vedic Vyavahara, in contrast with empirical 
vyavahara which is restricted to external phenomena. 
Only, the Upanishads chiefly deal with transcendental 
truths beyond the ken of all empirical Pramanas like 
sensuous perception. 

It would not be proper or fair, however, to treat 
all Vedantic Vyavahara to be on a par with texts 
dealing with Karma and Upasana, and to rest content 
with quoting some Upanishadic text even in the case 
of texts which purport to determine the real nature of 
Atman. For, as we have already seen (para 7, p. 6), 
the distinctive feature of Sankara’s traditional 
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interpretation, is that Sruti texts are not Pramana 
merely on the score of their being Sruti texts, but 
because they appeal to certain partial intuitions by co¬ 
ordinating which the inquirer lands himself at the final 
universal intuition of Atman which transcends all 
Vyavahara including that of Sruti-pramapya (validity 
of Sruti) as a means of right knowledge. Sankara 
repeatedly quotes the following text as a voucher for 
this : 

^ ^ .ii *-q-*q. 

“Where, however, all has become Atman alone for this 
knower, there, what could one see and with what, there, what 
could one smell and with what, there, what could one taste 
and with what, there, what could one say and with what, there, 
what could one listen to and with what, there, what could one 
reflect upon and with what, there, what could one touch and 
with what, there, what could one understand and with 
what ? . ” Br. 4-5-15. 

Human procedure of using Pramanas to know or 
deal with objects of knowledge, has been absolutely 
denied in this text for one who has intuited Atman 
as the One without a second. Besides this text which 
negates all Pramanas and their function in general 
terms, there is a specific passage which Sankara 
quotes as particularly proclaiming that the Vedas 
become no Vedas on the plane of the unity of 
Atman : 
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^ dr=bH ^ (^. ) 

1% Tl^ft I TE^ra*T[% f^I*TF?- 

mwy- ifcT ^ I^ir^ I ‘ 3 ^ fqTTTSffcRTT ‘^crfh’ (^. *- 
‘^T 3#^T:’ 0|. *- 3 -^) ifcT^TT^^RT 
T^IWf^T: fJck^STTcT: II 

“The text beginning with where all has become Atman 
alone for the knowing one, there, what could one see and with 
what ?’ points out how (Pramanas) like perception cease to 
exist when enlightenment dawns. 

(Objection :-) If there are no perception arid other 
Pramanas, the repugnant conclusion would follow that even the 
Sruti could cease to be ! 

(Reply :-) Not so. For it is desirable. (To explain:-) 
For on the strength of the text which begins with ‘Here the 
father becomes no father’ and says “Vedas become no Vedas’, 
we do accept even the non-existence of Sruti when 
enlightenment dawns.” SBh. 4-1-3, 510 

THE USEFULNESS OF THE DISTINCTION 
OF THE TWO VIEWS 

16. This distinction of absolute Reality and 
Vyavahara from the standpoint of empirical life, 
should be unfailingly borne in mind in order to 
reconcile the several seeming self-contradictory 
statements in Sarikara-Bhashya. Apparent contra¬ 
dictions with regard to fructifying (Prarabdha) karmas, 
Upasanas, transmigration, the three states of 
consciousness, the state of beginninglessness of 
Samsara, gradation in Moksha, the distinction of the 
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Higher and the Lower Brahman and other doctrines 
with which the Sutra-Bhashya is teemed with, are all 
resolved when one reminds oneself with the principle 
on which this important distinction of the two 
standpoints, is based. Ignoring this distinction, has 
been mainly responsible for the imputation of incorrect 
views to Sankara and the unjustifiable criticisms of 
this school of Vedanta by adverse critics. 

THE COMPREHENSIVE SIGNIFICATION 
OF THE WORD ‘ATMAIKATVA-VIDYA’ 

17. Atmaikatva-Vidya or the wisdom of the 
Absolute Reality, has been sometimes misinterpreted 
to mean the identity of Brahman and the individual 
Atman and the pratipatti (intuition) of this ekatva (or 
identity) has been taken to mean immediate experience 
(Sakshatkara) to be attained through Nididhyasana or 
a sort of “Bhavana’ (or creative imagination) in 
accordance with Sravana (study of Vedantic texts) and 
manana. That this is incorrect, is readily seen by 
observing that Sankara frequently uses the words 
Atman, Brahmatman, and Brahman synonymously 

twRdlHi ehiqfjM^i II 

TT. *?T. 

[Here the words, Brahmatman, and Brahman are used 
synonymously. The Vedantas are declared to have the only 
purport of teaching Brahmatman]. SBh. 1-1-5-64 
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(3) 3UP<¥Klcf Trf cToFTc^T Tf 3TTcRT cTWTfe 

4)diflY I Tfcf , ‘sl$l3'<5 TT^’, 

HI'Hltw Pb^Y - ^ci^idwIIrflch^MrdMKHMi ^EMcT^ 

^T^cf^ll *1T. V*-**, * 1 *. 

[Here the texts containing the words Atman, 
and Brahman are said to teach ‘ the unity of Atman ’ 
(Atmaikatva)] 


(%. \~U) ^fcT qt^^PH^dWFT TEf^FT 

ii *rr. ^o. 


[Here the triple distinction of the experiencer, 
experienced, and the Ruler, is declared to be taught as being 
of the nature of One Brahman.] 


THE WORDS ADVAITA AND ADVAYA 

18. The word advaita, has been restricted by 
some scholars to mean the identity of Jlva and 
Isvara, and Advaya has been supposed by them to 
be a Buddhistic term borrowed and incorporated with 
Vedanta by Gaudapada. That there is no foundation 
for this theory, is seen from the fact that Gaudapada, 
Sankara and Suresvara have uniformly used the term 
advaita to mean one without a second, in accordance 
with the Sruti \^^iPsn1^^’ (Ch. 6-2-1) “One without 
a second’. Here is a statement of Sankara from the 
Sutra-Bhashya : 
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1 T I 


I! 


^EJ. «TT. 


Here Sankara is justifying the advaitic teaching 
that Brahman is of two kinds, Higher and Lower. The 
Sruti which emphatically says that Brahman is without 
a second, is not nullified by this division of Brahman 
according to Sankara, because the second or Lower 
Brahman is only Brahman with the conditioning 
associates conjured up by avidya. The reader will note 
that the ‘Advaita’ Sruti is invoked here to support, not 
the identity of Jiva and Isvara, but only the absolute 
unity of Brahman or Atman. 

Gaudapada similarly writes 
■qwsfa: l’ “This duality is only mayic, the only Reality 
being non-dual’ (GK. 1-17). The critical reader will 
do well to note that Gaudapada prefers the use of the 
term ‘advaita’ whenever he wants to draw the readers 
attention to the nature of Reality, and has devoted one 
whole chapter entitled ‘Advaita-Prakaran a ’ for this 
purpose. He is also careful to use the words ‘advaita’, 
and ‘advaya’ in their primary sense in this very 
chapter. Compare, for instance, (GK. 3-18). 
f? tci s&di' (GK. 3-18), and tfcRt 

ftfiNdi (GK. 3-17) where ‘advaita’ (non-duality) is 
contrasted with ‘dvaita’ (duality, and there is no 
question of the non-difference between Jiva and 
Brahman), and ^ tprrorci ^ Wf: i ^ 



THE IDENTITY OF THE JIVA WITH BRAHMAN 21 


#i:’ (GK. 3-30), where the distinction of two 
entities, the subject and the object, is denied. The 
word ‘Advaya’ primarily means c not consisting of two 
constituents’. There is absolutely no justification for 
the view of those that insist that the word ‘Advaya’ 
necessarily implies something exclusively epistemic 
whereas advaita is ontological. Neither the derivation 
of the words nor usage of authoritative writers, 
justifies this distinction. While it is true that at the 
vyavaharic level where Brahmajnana is taught. 
Brahman has to be regarded as ontic and Its 
knowledge as epistemic, the ultimate Intuition of 
Brahman is neither ontological nor epistemological, for 
It is actually Truth and Reality in one and therefore 
It is both advaitam and advayam in the primary sense 
of those words. 

THE IDENTITY OF THE JIVA 
WITH BRAHMAN 

19. The doctrine that Paramatman (real Atman) 
should be recognised as Jiva’s own Self, has been 
sometimes, misconceived as meaning the recognition 
of the identity of the individual self with Brahman or 
the Absolute, and on the basis of this misconception, 
Sankara has been charged by some orthodox critics 
with the heresy of preaching the identity of the puny 
Jiva and the omniscient and omnipotent Isvara, as well 
as with the blasphemy of imputing delusion to 
Brahman (Bhranta-Brahma-vada). 
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Sankara, however, has anticipated all such hyper- 
criticisms by pointing out that Badarayana himself has 
recommended the contemplation on the mutual identity 
of Jiva and Isvara in their transcendental aspect on the 
strength of Aitareya and Jabala texts (VS.3-3-37). As 
for the alleged blasphemy, he has clarified his position 
thus 


“T -fimw ufdmdd 

d^lRc^l WtiKleHd ^PdfHHIdPqfNdH,- 
3W*d l II L HcdlPdd'J!dl, fcmfldjjuidl RdEW ^Rt 
oqdfd^ci ll” *TT. M©. 


We do not hold that God is taught (in the Srutis) 
to be a transmigratory being, but only that it is 
intended to teach the Divine Nature of Jiva by 
negating his (apparent) transmigrating nature. From 
this it has to be concluded that God’s characteristics 
such as being free from sins are real and unaffected, 
while the opposite nature of the other, is false. 

SBh. 4-1-3-510. 


THE ESSENTIAL IDENTITY OF THE 
UNIVERSE WITH BRAHMAN 

20. Atmaikatva or the unity of Atman (or 
Brahman), is the only absolute truth according to the 
Srutis as shown by Badarayana interpreted by 
Sankara, even while the distinction of sentient and 
non-sentient nature remains quite real from the 



THE REAL AND THE UNREAL 


23 


empirical standpoint. The universe as an effect is non- 
different from the cause or Brahman and is essentially 
one with Brahman. Sankara illustrates this by citing 
empirical examples thus : 


s^°Cd- 

II qT. 


“Therefore, it should be understood that all this universe 
of manifold things such as the experienced and the 
experiences, does not exist apart from Brahman, in the same 
way as pot-ethers and jar-ethers etc., are not distinct from ether 
in the general, and just as mirage-water etc., are not distinct 
from a sandy desert etc.,” SBh. 2-1-14, 434. 

Here the experiencing selves are illustrated by 
pot-ethers and experienced things are compared to 
mirage-water. 

THE REAL AND THE UNREAL FROM 
THE TWO VIEW-POINTS 


21. Vedanta recognises that the criterion for the 
reality of Atman or Brahman is not the same as that 
for the reality of empirical objects. Sankara quotes a 
text in his commentary on Bad aray ana’s Sutra 
qUuimicf (Brahman is the material cause also of the 
universe because it is taught that It modified itself as 
the universe. VS. 1-4-26) 

I 4lPK»Tb ^ II VV 
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“It became the formful and the formless, the defined and 
the undefined.” Tai. 2-6. 

In the sequel of this text, it is stated, 

^ c The real became both the real and 
the unreal”. Brahman is really real whereas the 
phenomenal world consists of objects distinguished 
into empirically real and empirically unreal. We should 
not confound these two divisions, just because the 
same words, “real” and “unreal” have been 
employed. Sankara has defined the absolute Satya 
(Real) in his Bhashya on the text wi di-RH-d ^ 
“Brahman is reality, consciousness, and infinite’ (Tai. 
2-1). He says there that the real is that which never 
changes its self-identity ^^ cicf 

In the Sutra-Bhashya also it is declared - 

TT WTT«f: I 

n vvu, 

‘That which retains its identity throughout is real ; and 
the knowledge of it they call right knowledge.” 

SBh. 2-1-11, 429. 

At the same time, he cites empirical objects like 
mirage-water, suspected poison, and a snakebite in a 
dream producing ‘real’ effects, when he discusses the 
possibility of real knowledge of the unity of 
Brahman., arising even with the help of the Sruti 
which is unreal from the Paramarthic view. The 
criterion of Reality in this latter case, is evidently 
causal efficiency, and not maintenance of self-identity. 
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The question therefore arises what sort of 
Parinama (transformation) is meant when the Sruti 
says that Brahman becomes all this ? Here Sankara 
answers 

^ ^cjpcicojl I 

PUciqcM W$v\: [| ^ TT. 'XStf. 

“Brahman becomes the subject of all such conventional 
treatment as transformation into the universe, only in its 
special aspect of differentiated or non-differentiated name and 
form, undefinable as that Brahman or other than It, conjured 
up by avidya. In its real aspect, however, It remains beyond 
all such phenomenal activity and unevolved. The truth that 
Brahman is really impartible, remains unimpinged, since that 
special aspect superimposed by avidya is only a play of 
words.” SBh. 2-1-27, 464. 

All misconceptions about Sankara’s Vedanta 
which impute to Brahman a power called Maya in 
virtue of which It manifests Itself as the universe, are 
therefore to be accounted for as being due to 
confounding of the two significations of the word 
“Shakti* and mistaking the Shakti or “potential aspect 
of the universe of names and forms, for the power of 
Isvara’. It is this potency of names and forms that has 
been declared by Sankara to be a figment of avidya 
in the quotation cited above. Needless to remind the 
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reader that the sub-commentators who treat the 
potential form of this figment of avidya as avidya- 
shakti, which, they say, is undefmable as being or 
non-being, (u^fH^Hk) and called by another name 
‘Maya’. A careful study of the Bhashya on VS. 1- 
4-3 would convince the reader that this is no mere 
conjecture on our part. 

GAUDAPADA AND BADARAYANA 

22. We now come to the consideration of the 
contrast between Gaudapada’s Karikas and 
Badarayana’s Vedanta-Sutras, stressed by some 
modem critics who suppose that Gaudapada occupies 
a superior position in thinking, inasmuch as he takes 
the whole range of experience covering all the three 
states of consciousness and arrives at the impregnable 
conclusion of Ajativada (the doctrine of the unborn 
Brahman), whereas Badarayana’s is only a theological 
effort or to interpret “Janniadi’ causality as expounded 
by the Upanishads. Readers who have gone through 
the immediately preceding paragraphs of this booklet, 
will at once see the shallowness of this hypothesis, for 
Badarayana interprets all Vedantas and shows how the 
causation attributed to Brahman, is only a device to 
convince the student of the essential identity of the so- 
called effect even from the empirical stand-point. As 
a matter of fact, Gaudapada actually says in so many 
words (GK. 4-42) that causality is taught by the wise 
for those who are not prepared to understand the 
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doctrine of non-causality all at once. He himself 
accepts the mayic birth of Pure Being and rejects the 
asatkaryavada (the theory of something non-existent 
coming into being (Vide G.K. 3-27, 28), we have 
already shown (para 7, p. 6) that Sankara’s 
Introduction to Vedanta-Mimamsa is specially aimed at 
pointing out how Avidya or the mutual 
superimposition of the Self and the not-self, is the 
presupposition of all Vyavahara including causation. 

THE METHOD OF SUPERIMPOSITION 
AND RESCISSION 

23. Sankara on the Sutras follows strictly in 
the footsteps of Gaudapada, to show how all the 
Upanishads adopt what is known as the method of 
adhyaropapavada or the method of conceding certain 
facts intelligible from the empirical standpoint at first, 
and then negating it after the inquirer has been led to 
the final truth. Gaudapada himself sets forth the 
rationale underlying the method in these words 

TRFTCTcl II 4. ^FT. 

Here it is said that whatever has been predicated 
of Brahman at the commencement of an exposition, 
is invariably negated by the Sruti at the end by the 
proposition ^ ^ ttwn (Now this is the Atman 
described as ‘not this, not this’). Lastly the predicate 
initially stated as a means to understand the truth. 
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should never be regarded to be as real as Reality 
itself. In particular Gaudapada expressly says :- 

T[f^f ^tfoTT5^T*IT ! 

TTt5cj r iK|^ ^ilTcl 11 rff 3TT. 

“Creation taught in various ways by using the 
illustrations of clay, iron, and sparks etc., is only a device for 
the purpose of introducing to the student, the Truth of the 
Unity of Atman ; actually there is no difference intented in 
any way.” G.K.3-15. 

Sankara quotes this very Sloka in his Bhashya 
(SBh. 1-4-14) and repeatedly draws our attention to 
the fact that the Sruti does not seriously purport to 
teach creation as a fact from the transcendental 
point 

“Nor does this &ruti teaching creation, related to Reality 
as such, for it is only in the sphere of empirical life consisting 
of name and form conjured up by avidya. This circumstance 
also should not be forgotten in this connection.” 

SBh. 2-1-33, 471. 

REFERENCES TO THE METHOD IN 
^ANKARA’S WORK 

24. That this method of deliberate ascription and 
subsequent abrogation, has been steadily kept in view 
in teaching Reality devoid of all specific features, 
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which being the very Self of the seeker is neither 
objectifiable by nor in need of any means of 
knowledge has been stated time and again by Sankara 
in his Bhashya 

W THc^R qTft^fT tTKRT 

TfT 3=R^TT W^\ TTT .... II 

^T. *TT. 

This extract refers to the customary practice 
resorted to by Purohits (priests) when they have to 
direct the newly married couple to look at the tiny star 
Arundhati The method followed usually, is to show 
some stars very near the actual star and fix their 
attention upon them successively, each of these stars 
being called Arundhati for the time being. Finally, the 
tiny star itself is pointed to and the priest says 'This 
is the real Arundhati ; I called the other stars by the 
same name just to lead your eyes towards the actual 
Arundhati’. 

This analogy has been again applied by the 
commentator when he has to explain why the 
Annamaya kosa (the sheath of food) or body and 
other vehicles have been tentatively called by the 
name of Atman even while the Sruti purports to teach 
the innermost real Atman which alone deserves that 
name. This same method of deliberate imputation of 
a characteristic and its subsequent negation, has been 
referred to in Sankara’s Bhashya, in VS. 1-1-8 also, 
where he argues that if the Pradhana had been 
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tentatively called Atman in the Sruti “He is Atman, 
and thou art that’ (Ch. 6-8-7) as insisted upon by the 
Samkhyas, then the Sruti should have advised the 
seeker to abandon that idea after the analogy of 
Arundhati, lest the enquirer should stick to the notion 
of its reality (S\^\ *n 

w^\) £ 3 . 

WHY THIS METHOD IS ADOPTED 
BY THE VEDANTAS 


25. This method is the only one available for 
teaching the nature of Brahmatman, for the latter 
is devoid of all specific features and as such, can 
never be described in positive terms. 

That it was a unique feature of Sankara’s 
tradition to recognize this truth even long before 
Gaudapada, is evident from a quotation from an 
untraced author, as found in the Gita-Bhashya (on 
G. 13-13, 14) 




These three lines, being a verbatim reproduction 
of the Svetasvatara (3-16, 17), ascribe the organs of 
all Jivas to Atman and then rescind the ascription in 
the end. Sankara remarks : 
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‘^:RTfaTWf’ ; «WT - 

‘ ^l^miMcjKi^n PH^M^ HWld ’ ^fcT II 

7ft. ^T. V9^V9. 

“That the Reality ‘is invested with hands and feet’ etc., 
is stated here by presuming as though that were the 
characteristic of Reality, just to convince the seeker of its 
existence. Such indeed is the teaching of those conversant with 
the right tradition , for they say By means of false ascription 
and rescission, that which is without specific features, has to 
be explained.” GBh. 13-13, 797. 

As this traditional method has been treated at 
length elsewhere,* I refrain from entering into details 
here. 

VEDIC VYAVAHARA 

26. This Vyavahara is two-fold as already (para 
15, p.14) explained. In the first place, Laukika 
Vyavahara is the human procedure of thinking, 
speaking, and acting either to acquire what is desired 
or to avoid what is disliked in common life. And in 
the second place, Vaidika-Vyavahara relates to (1) 
injunctions or prohibitions with regard to karmas 
(religious works laid down in the Vedas) which point 
to the means of attaining what is liked or avoiding 
what is not liked in a future birth or in other words, 
beyond the ken of perception and other means of 
secular knowledge. There are injunctions of Upasanas 

* ‘How to recognise the method of Vedanta’ - published 
by the Karyalaya. 
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in the Upanishads also which yield particular results 
in this or the other world, just like the karmas treated 
of in the Karma-kanda (portion of Veda dealing with 
karmas). These are included in the Jnana-kanda or 
Vedantas, only because they are psychic activities and 
like Vedic knowledge, they are also rahasya (‘secret’ 
in the sense that extrovert minds cannot grasp their 
nature). The principle Vedic Vyavahara , however, is 
the teaching of the Upanishads and the effort of 
seekers to understand it in so far as it relates to 
Brahman as It is, in the transcendental sense. 

This circumstance has given rise to a number of 
misconceptions with regard to the practical nature of 
Sankara’s Vedanta. These misconceptions have arisen 
chiefly because of not bearing in mind, whether 
Sankara is speaking from the Vyavaharic point of 
view or from the Paramarthic point of view. 

FUNDAMENTAL AVtoYA INVOLVED 
IN ALL VYAVAHARA 

27. We may now proceed to cite some instances 
of such glaring instances of misconception with regard 
to the fundamental doctrines of Sankara’s system. 

At the very outset, Sankara draws our attention 
in his Introduction to the Sutra-Bhashya to a natural 
phenomenon in Laukika Vyavahara, viz., how it is 
natural for man to think and act as though there were 
real facts corresponding to the expressions ‘I am so 
and so’ and ‘This is mine’, quite oblivious of the 
misconception of the mutual superimposition of the 
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real Atman and the unreal not-self involved in this 
prodcedure in the face of the extremely opposite 
nature of the two :- 


. fqcqT - ffcf l 

3T^-4lcH<t>dUf 3}^d>d<lM^K 

f^Tb4i^rHuiir^idHrHrHxi: 

‘3^^’, ~ ^Rr dl*<^R: I! 


This apparently innocent proposition has given 
rise to a curious disagreement among Sankara’s 
followers themselves : “It is but proper to expect that 
there can be no adhyasa or superimposition (arsmrt 
RT*2TT?fcT w^). Does this proposition represent the 
priwa facie view or the cardinal truth itself ? This has 
been a moot-point among Sankara’s critics. 

For one who notices the statement that “this is 
an instance of human behaviour dR«4dSK0 to 

proceed on the supposition ‘this not-self is me ; and 
that this same is mine’, there would be no difficulty 
in taking the whole passage as worth its face-value, 
and interpreting it as meaning that it is a natural bent 
of the human mind to proceed on this assumption, 
inspite of the fact that it is a Himalayan blunder to 
take it for truth. This conclusion is further supported 
by the subsequent assurance : “This being so, that on 
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which something else is superimposed, is not affected 
by the merit or defect of that other even in the 
slightest degree ^ t thus confirming 

that neither the real Self is in any way tainted by the 
defects of the unreal not-self, nor the latter raised to 
a higher status by this superimposition. 

AN UNEXPECTED TURN IN THE 

INTERPRETATION OF ADHYASA 

28. A misconception that all vyavaharic 
pheno-menon including that of adhyasa desiderates 
a material cause, was responsible for a sub¬ 
commentator’s twisting this Sankara’s ciystai-clear 
statement and founding a sub-school of advaitins who 
disregarded Gaudapada’s Ajativada. That guardian of 
Sankara’s traditional pure non-dualism, had already 
warned the followers of the tradition thus : ^ It wi 
T <r eraser: i i “Illusory birth, is consistent for a 
really existent entity, but not an actual birth” (GK. 3- 
27). This Upanishadic truth was set aside when the 
sub-commentator tortured and twisted Sankara’s 
expression (by reason of or owing to a 

miscon-ception) to mean (fate ci^mkh: i 

(Mithyaj-hanam means nescience, which is unreal or 
undefinable ; adhyasa is owing to it, that is to say, 
has that for its material cause). Again, adhyasa is not 
merely superim-position, but the adhyasta, egoity 
which is superimposed ! 

A large section of Sankarites have been 
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hypnotized by this interpretation and believe to this 
day that this sub-commentator was a direct disciple of 
Sankara, although, curiously enough, that the writer 
himself never expressly claimed to be such ! 

The fact remains, however that, in the Bhashyas 
of Sankara the word Mithyajnana (faswH) has been 
invariably used as an equivalent of Adhyasa and 
Mithyapratyaya Mithyabuddhi 

and other words synonymous with it, are exclusively 
used for Adhyasa, and whenever Mithyajnana has to 
be accounted for, it is said to be occasioned by want 
of discrimination, but never as the effect of some 
material cause called ‘avidya’ or ‘avidya-sakti’ 
clouding the Brahman nature of Jiva, as this sub¬ 
commentator insists throughout his work. As this has 
been shown by me elsewhere*, I desist from entering 
into greater detail here. A sjngle quotation from the 
Gita-Bhashya will quite suffice here 



“(This is) the contact of Kshetra and Kshetrajna (the 
object and the subject) opposed to each other in their intrinsic 
nature. It consists of the superimposition of mutual identity 


* The ‘Panchapadika-Prasthanam \ a Sanskrit work con¬ 
taining a critical appreciation of the sub-commentary ; pub¬ 
lished by the Karyalaya. 
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and that of the properties (of these two) owing to want of 
discrimination between Kshetra and Kshetrajna. (This is) just 
like the contact of a serpent, silver etc., within a rope or nacre 
etc. (a contact of) the nature of misconception, owing to want 
of discrimination between these two.” GBh. 13-26,826. 

The reader will at once notice how this sentence 
is a re-echo of the Adhyasa-Bhashya making the 
meaning of the latter clearer if that were needed. 

DISPUTES ABOUT AVIDYA-SAKTI 

29. The later doctrine of Avidya-Sakti as the 
material cause of adhyasa, has been the mother of still 
more glaring misconceptions and disputes about the 
locus and the object of the hypothetical avidya and 
the number of avidyas ; at the hands of later 
speculators. An extract from another sub-commentary 
will make it patent as to what amount of confusion 
has been created out of the original disregard for 
Sankara's teaching that avyakrta or undiffemtiated 
name and form constituting the Universe, is Maya 
(appearence) invented by avidya hi^ 

- II R *TT. 

We shall now quote an extract from a post- 
Sankara follower of the exponent of the hypothetical 
avidya referred to above. This sub-commentator says:- 


DISPUTES ABOUT AVIDYA-SAKTI 
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cfa: | UtlH^cbc^H cTT^T <bV\?^ 

I TT^FTT^sfr d <f^ ^ i (d u| if^ [ 

TT^^RTfr cTf% fRT W^T ; - 

^ f1% TOTlT^TTJ^PTllTfe: - f1% TTOEp; 3 h h I Tc^rd ISI ^11 >S*^> <d 
^HC^: I 3fe]WTTtw teffiR: STcTOMt ^ ^TT^nT- 
fafcT ^ II Vachaspati Misra’s Bhamati on SBh. 1-4-3. 


It is evident that the author of this sub-commen¬ 
tary also identifies avidya with A vyakrtaiiamarupa (un¬ 
differentiated seed of name and form) called Maya by 
Sankara. He emphasizes that objective avidyas are 
really numerous and that they have each a Jiva for 
their locus. It has to be further ascertained by scholars 
whether this innovation convicts him with the charge 
of self-contradiction ; for unlike the author of the Pan- 
chapadika, he has interpreted Mithyajnana in Sanka¬ 
ra’s Introduction to mean superimposition and not 
avidya sakti. What is more serious, is that even in the 
case of adhyasa, this scholarly sub-commentator treats 
superimposition as an event in time as though time 
were not itself superimposed ! For, he writes there : 


U) ^Plcb: ^fcT I WTlfe: | 

oqc^KHiPtdin dc°hK*W 37WWTHTfeTI TOT I cRTRT trM- 

TORp ^TTTOT^; ^ II 
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(^) 'A'cIIcHI d^MWlW 

^rftcRI^Rc^ $c^rt> *T3fcT 11 

We shall have occasion to refer to this theory of 
beginninglessness once again later on. 

Post-Sankara sub-commentators have been 
considerably exercised over determining the locus, 
object and the effect of avidya, mostly because of 
their postulate that it is positive potency clinging to 
some one and projecting or evolving into the unreal 
appearance of not-self and the universe. Three 
different views, viz., (1) that the Jiva alone, or (2) 
Brahman Itself or (3) Pure Consciousness devoid of 
the distinction of Brahman and jivas, constitutes the 
locus of this avidya, have been alternatively the 
dogma of the different schools of sub-commentators, 
and hot disputes have been raging among the 
followers of these sub-commentators for defending 
each one of these alternatives and refuting the other 
two views. That all this display of speculation is so 
much labour lost from the genuine Sankara stand¬ 
point, is obvious from Sankara’s express statement in 
his Introduction that Avidya is only a mental mixing 
up of the Real and the unreal. As for the ‘locus’ of 
this avidya according to Sankara, we would do 
well to remember what he himself says on this 
point : 


-TOWrata: - ifcT ^ ct ^fcT 
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q^lH: I ^Tt): ^TT I HTf^d 


ST: II 


^T- X-X-1, 


“If it should be asked ‘And to whom is this avidya or 
non-enlightenment ?’ We answer, ‘To you who are asking this 
question !’ 

(Objection :-) ‘But I have been declared to be Isvara 
Himself by the Sruti !’ 

(Reply :-) If you are thus awakened, then there is no 
one to whom the ignorance belongs !” SBh. 4-1-3, 510. 


It is obvious that according to this view, the 
question about a locus for avidya can arise only at the 
level of the empirical life, where there is duality. One 
who raises the question, is himself ignorant of the 
truth, and so, the question is superflous at that stage. 
But when it is known that Brahman or Isvara is the 
only Reality, there can be neither any question nor 
reply concerning anything whatever. Accordingly, 
Sankara anticipates another objection and. shows its 
futility thus 






*TT. ^°- 


“And this defect that is imputed to the system by some, 
may also be deemed to have been warded off by our reply 
to the question raised above. For they are supposed to hold 
that Atman would have a second beside Him in the shape of 
avidya ! S Bh. 4-1-3, 510. 

[Sankara means to say that it may be granted that duality 
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is possible only so long as the unity of Atman is not intuited, 
but at the transcendental level, there is no duality 
whatever.] 

WHY NO PRAMANA IS NEEDED 
TO PROVE AVIDYA OR ATMAN 

30. Ignoring the distinction of the vyavaharic and 
transcendental standpoints, has been the sole reason 
why some Vedantins have mistaken certain statements 
of the Bhashyakara as expressing his final conclusion 
regarding Vedanta. 

Thus taking the statement 1% 

SOTBfrl ‘possibility and impossibility of a 
fact, are to be concluded according as there is or is 
not some Pramana (means of knowledge) to prove if 
(SBh. 2-2-28) to be a general rule, was perhaps 
responsible for the sub-commentators to make an 
attempt to show that their hypothetical avidya could 
be ‘proved’ by means of some or all the canons of 
evidence. It is the negligence of this distinction, that 
has induced some adverse critics to charge Sankara 
with postulating the Absolute Atman without the 
support of any Pramana. Both these defendents and 
opponents of Sankara, have altogether ignored 
Sankara’s appeal to universal intuition in his 
exposition of Adhyasa and showing how the 
convention of the distinction of Pramanas (means of 
knowledge) and Prameyas (objects of Pramana) itself, 
pre-supposes Avidya or Adhyasa, and how Atman is 
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the transcendental Reality demanding no Pramana or 
any proof. They have failed to appreciate the dictum 
of Sankara that all attempts to prove or disprove 
by means of vyavaharic Pramanas, draws its very 
breath from Adhyasa or avidya, and as such can 
neither prove avidya nor disprove the existence of 
Atman without any specific features. 

MISCONCEPTION ABOUT 
DISEMBODIEDNESS 

31. The reader of Sankara’s Bhashya, will recall 
how Sankara makes use of this dictum of the 
superimposition of the body and Atman again and 
again, to show how Final Release from the evils of 
mundane life, is only to recognize one’s eternal 
bodilessness. Thus, in his commentary on the fourth 
Sutra after describing the whole gamut of life possible 
for individual selves, he comes to the conclusion that 
Srutis and Smrtis aided by reason, show that the 
gradation of pleasure and pain felt by creatures, is all 
the result of embodiedness due to avidya and other 
defects. He quotes the Chandogya Sruti which says 
that being beset with pleasure and pain, is inevitable 
for an embodied being, and that pleasure and pain can 
never touch one who is bodiless, thus leading to the 
conclusion that Final Release or bodilessness is no 
effect of Dharma or religious duty which can only 
give its result to an embodied being. To an objection 
that bodilessness might itself be the effect of Dharma 
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or Religious duty, he replies ^ i i “No, 

for it is the intrinsic nature of one’s Atman” 

Again in the commentary on the same Sutra, he 
writes : 




*L m. v. 


“(Objection :-) Bodilessness can come only after the 
falling off of the body and not to one, living. 

“(Reply :-) No ; for embodiedness is due to a 
misconception/ SBh. 1-1-4, 58. 


And after showing at length how embodiedness 
is only due to a false identification with the unreal 
body, he concludes - 




*IT. w-*, V>. 


‘Therefore, embodiedness being only due to a false 
notion, it is to be concluded that bodilessness is the nature 
of a wise one even while living” SBh. 1-1-4, 60. 


In the face of this unequivocal declaration 
supported by intuition and reason, some of the sub¬ 
commentators have ventured to proclaim that 
according to Sankara, Videha-mukti (Release after 
death) is the only release in the primary sense and that 
Jivanmukti (freedom while the knower of Brahman, is 
alive), can be only secondary release since he has the 
body to sustain which a little portion or residue of 
avidya continues to be till the fructifying karmas are 
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quite exhausted ! This is most probably because they 
have been unable, to assess a statement of Sankara’s 
found elsewhere in the Bhashya :- 


TTcf 1 

fagj: WiUmcl } 


3T^T- 

II TFT. *?T. 


“(The particle ‘tu’ in this form is intended) to emphasize 
that inasmuch as virtue and sin, which are the cause of 

bondage having been shown respectively not to taint Atman 
(in the case of virtuous act), and to be destroyed (in the case 
of sin), by virtue of Brahma-vidya), release must necessarily 
ensue to the knower after his body has fallen off.” 

SBh. 4-1-14, 529. 

Failing to see that the convention of the 

eschatological mukti is only a concession to the 

Vyavaharic view that man has a body, the Vyakhyana 
schools have succumbed to the belief that release is 
really an event in time to be attained after exhausting 
all karmas. 


MISCONCEPTION ABOUT 
THE BEGINNINGLESSNESS OF SAMSARA 

32. The same is true of the belief in the 
beginningless nature of samsara (transmigratory life). 
Sankara has given expression to two different views 
about embodiedness of individual selves, karma, sleep 
and states of consciousness, birth and death, and 
creation and dissolution of the world, according as he 
takes the thought-position of the really real 
(Paramartha) or practical life (Vyavahara). Failure to 
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note this distinction has been a fertile source of 
different views concerning all these. We shall briefly 
notice these differences concerning these doctrines, in 
the following paragraphs. 

THE CAUSE OF WAKING, 

RE BIRTH AND CREATION 

33. Sankara has argued (in SBh. 1-1-4) that 
Atman being devoid of any relation to action, his 
embodiedness cannot be inferred to have been the 
result oi any previous karma. He denounces the prima 
facie view that the present body may be the result of 
karma performed in a previous life on the ground that 
this is an argument in a vicious circle, since 
embodiedness has to be proved on the presupposition 
that he is an agent of good and bad deeds, and his 
being an agent of such actions, has to be concluded 
by supporting his embodiedness, and since it would 
be a regressus ad infinitum to think that there is a 
beginningless series of embodiednesc and previous 
karmas to account for it (srurwiVii This 

is of course from the paramartha view-point. 

Elsewhere, however, the Acharya argues 
‘If on the other hand, we suppose that transmigratoiy 
life is beginningless’, there would be no fallacy 
whatever, since the series of embodiedness and the 
previous karma accounting for it, may be conceived 
to be consistent on the analogy of a series of the seed 
and its sprout. (SBh. 2-1-36). 
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It is obvious that this line of argument is based 
on the view-point of Vyavahara which takes for 
granted that birth and death are actual happenings in 
time. Disregarding this distinction of view-points many 
doctrinarians - both Sankarites and followers of other 
traditions - have insisted that there is really avidya or 
some other latent cause in sleep, death and dissolution 
of the universe, which renders life a really real 
continuous something that rests on the basis of time. 

MISCONCEPTION CONCERNING 
THE STATE OF DEEP SLEEP 


34. In conformity with this distinction steadily 
kept in view, Sankara writes 



“Besides, there is no time when Jiva has not become one 
with Brahman, for one’s intrinsic nature cannot be alienated. 
Only in view of the seeming foreign aspect which he assumes 
in dream and waking owing to contact of conditioning 
associates, it is proposed to say that he attains his own form 
on the dissolution of that foreign aspect.” SBh. 3-2-7, 266. 

As for the want of conciousness of anything in 
sleep, he says 


I qi. W. 


“It is but reasonable that the Jiva merged in Pure Being 
(Brahman) is not conscious because of (absolute) unity.” 

SBh. 3-2-7, 266. 
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In the face of this unambiguous statement a sub¬ 
commentator writes 

3TO 3 TTcft 

WFU ! cTCT % dlcRq 

I dr^qlHI'HlcH 3 jP=IEINI 

ottfi JR II 

^IHcil page 

“If on the other hand, the real Atman alone be the state 
of sleep, there is some use inasmuch as misconception is 
removed, there is partial oneness (hi^i WTTc^nu^:) ; for in that 
case, Jlva would be in that state only so long, but avidya 
not .having been removed root and branch owing to the 
absence of the dawn of the knowledge of Reality, his return 
(to the Jiva state) in the form of waking and dream would 
be possible.” Bhamati, 3-2-7, page 696. 

Comment is needless. 

VARIOUS VIEWS CONCERNING 
DEEP SLEEP 

35. A number of misconceptions have assailed 
Vedantins of different levels of thought, concerning 
the state of deep sleep, simply because of ignoring 
this distinction of Vyavahara and Paramartha 

(I) A famous writer on Advaita Vedanta, 
commited this mistake when he undertook to examine 
the three states of consciousness with the sole purpose 
of demonstrating that Atman alone as (intuition) 
is really real in as much as all things objectively 
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experienced in the waking state, are found to be 
absent in dream and dreamless sleep, while Atman 
continues to maintain his self-identity. The writer was 
not content, however, with showing that Atman 
remains intact in all the three states. He insisted that 
ignorance also continues in sleep as is guaranteed by 
the waking memory of sleep, in the form ‘I did not 
know anything in sleep*. This was because he forgot 
to remember that the examination of the three states, 
was only a device in concession to Vyavahara, only 
Adhyaropa or a deliberate superimposition to be 
rescinded after the sole reality of Atman has been 
shown. What is more important is that the waking 
memory of sleep, is no real memory from the transce¬ 
ndental view, because the three states are not actually 
happenings in any particular time-series, and that the 
time experienced in waking cannot be reasonably 
regarded as the substrate of all the three states. 

(2) A noted Bhashyakara, also, who undertook to 
prove that the individual self is always the object of 
the notion of 'we * has made use of this indefensible 
argument of trusting the waking memory of deep 
sleep for the purpose of inferring the continuance of 
the individual nature of the self. 

(3) Another Dvaita Vedatin has gone to the 
length of employing this waking memory of sleep for 
proving that not only the individuality of the self, but 
also that ‘time and ignorance’ also persist to exist in 
that state of unconsciousness ! 
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The reader should be able to see that all such 
vagaries are founded on the dogma that memory is 
.possible even without a corresponding experience 
antecedent to it in the past. 

DIVERGENT VIEWS ABOUT 
AVIDYA IN TRANCE 

36. Another misconception of this same ilk, is to 
believe that all duality due to ignorance, is absent only 
in the state of Samadhi (trance), even while conceding 
that a trace of ignorance may continue to taint a 
knower of Brahman in waking till his fructifying 
karma is exhausted. Some teachers who pursue this 
line of thought, have conceded that subtle impressions 
of avidya lie dormant even in this Samadhi. These 
impressions have to be inferred according to them to 
be the cause of his coming back to the noramal 
state ! 

SANKARA’S STATEMENTS REGARDING 
THE POTENCY OF DISTINCTIONS 
IN SLEEP AND DISSOLUTION 

37. The readers who must be familiar with the 
wrong track generally pursued by later Vedantins with 
regard to avidya, will surely be expecting by now that 
some statement of Sankara’s touching avidya in sleep 
and samadhi, must have surely allured them to fall 
into the trap of misconceptions mentioned in the two 
preceding paragraphs. And he will not be surprised to 
find that the word Mithyajnana in the following 
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quotations, has been the source of misapprehen¬ 
sion 


M W ft 





JT: ^gfcT, 

^r. «rr. 


“Just as in deep sleep and Samadhi, there is attained the 
intrinsic state of absence of distinctions, and yet distinction 
reappears in waking as before on account of mithyajnana not 
being removed, so also it may well happen in this case (of 
dissolution) also !” SBh. 2-1-9, 425. 


[One can very well surmise that an interpreter imbued 
with the idea of mithya (undefmable), ajnana (the theoritical 
avidya-Sakti), can take this passage to mean that even in deep 
sleep and samadhi, that ‘sakti’ persists to be in a latent form]. 

(3) -qsn f^TFf- 

fwi-^rTbyHi^cl ii *n. w 

“Just as even in the Supreme Atman without any distin¬ 
ctions, it is seen in practical life that distinctions based upon 
Mithyajnana (or Avidya of the nature of adhyasa) function 
unobstructed even in the period of sustenance of the world 
as they do in a dream ; so also one may infer the potency 
of distinctions owing to Mithyajnana.” SBh. 2-1-9, 425. 

Needless to say that the school holding the 
theory of avidya-Sakti clinging to Atman, may imagine 
here a voucher for inferring the continuance of that 
sakti during the dissolution period also. 
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MISCONCEPTION WITH REGARD TO 
THE IDENTITY OF JIVA 
WAKING UP FROM SLEEP 
38. A similar misconception has persisted with 
regard to the identity of the Jiva awaking from deep 
sleep. Badarayana says in a sutra (VS. 3-2-10) that 
the identical Jiva should be concluded to awake after 
sleep for (1) this Atman continues to proceed with 
what he had left half done during the previous day, 
and (2) remembers what he had experienced in the 
past. Moreover (3) the Sruti also says expressly that 
the same Jiva awakes. (4) And fourthly if we suppose 
that each Jiva becomes finally free from samsara on 
his becoming one with Brahman during sleep and 
quite another gets up, that would go against the Veda 
enjoining karma or Upasana whose fruit is to be 
experienced at some distant time. 

Here Sankara anticipates an objection : Inasmuch 
as the jiva has become absolutely one with Brahman, 
how can we discriminate any particular jiva from 
others ? Is it not impossible to take the same drop of 
water after it had been thrown into a sheet of 
water ? The teacher answers 






fc|-^chKu| Tirfc^i ^ ^T. *7T. W. 


“It is in the fitness of things that there being no means 
of discrimination, the drop of water cannot be taken up ; in 
the present case, however, we do have a means for 
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discriminating (the jiva), to wit, karma and avidya. Hence there 
is no similarity between the two cases.” SBh. 3-2-9, 282. 


A sub-commentator has twisted this Bhashya to 
suit his pet theory of avidya-sakti as follows : 

3lfw ^ 

Wfaft I yNkiKMfH SlfWT Fh ^TTT^Wff^cT ^ I 

d^P?dl UpcHri ^?T II *IFTtfp 


According to this theory : 

“Jiva being imagined to be such because of the 
conditioning associate which is a species of the beginningless 
undefinable avidya, is really not different from the real 
Paramatman. Owing to the mani-festation or being overpowered 
by that conditioning associate, he himself seems to be manifest 
or unmanifest. Hence in deep sleep and the like states, he 
happens to be overshadowed and in states like waking etc., 
to become manifest. And that conditioning associate flowing 
in a stream consisting of avidya and its impression in the 
relation of cause and effect being easily distinguishable, the 
jiva associated with it, can also be distinguished.” 

Bhamati, 3-2-9. 

Needless to say that this supposition of 
conditioning associate of the avidya - Vasana 
(impression of avidya) is directly opposed to Sankara’s 
Bhashya on Sutra 3-2-7. T Wl 

^Pri nffSl etc. 
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THE ANALOGY OF SEED AND SPROUT 
AS A BEGINNINGLESS SERIES 

39. This theory of a beginningless series of 
avidya and its vasana (impression) like unto the series 
of the seed and sprout, has been extended earlier in 
this same sub-commentary to the adhyasa itself 
propounded by Sankara. He says : 

©43 6 KM I 37^4SRflfeTfW I 



Wf, 3MRT*i Icqcl°bi, TT. ^o. 

This is in implication of the word (natural) 
employed by Sankara as an epithet of Vyavahara 
here. The post-Sankaras who thus interpret this term 
here, of course, overlook the concluding statement of 
Sankara, when he says fluPichlssircft 

fa*4iuc<j^4: i using both the words 

naisargika (innate, natural) and anadi (beginningless). 
Further, there is something which renders ‘adhyasa’ 
the very foundation of Sankara’s Bhashya weak; for 
according to this sub-commentary, the ‘preceding set 
of intellect or mind), the senses, and the body etc., 
as foisted by its preceding mithyajnana (misconce¬ 
ption) is employed in each subsequent adhyasa as its 
cause, thus rendering adhyasa or superimposition itself 
an event in time projecting or falsely causing the 
appearance of the next set of body etc. ! This, of 
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course, drives the enquirer to the awkward position of 
presuming himself to be a knower adjudging the place 
of both ‘adhyasa’ and ‘body’ etc. which occur in a 
beginningless series on the basis of time ! 

SOME NEEDLESS DISPUTATIONS 
REGARDING AVIDYA AND JlVAS 

40. As a corollary from what has been said 
above concerning adhyasa, it follows that it is idle to 
discuss about the number of avidyas or to enter into 
the discussion about the priority of avidya or jivatva, 
as some post-Sankaras have done. The discussion 
about the relative merits of Ekajivavada (the theory 
that there is only jiva) and Nanajivavada (theory of 
many jivas), is also futile, since from the vyavaharic 
standpoint, we do believe and behave as if there are 
actually a number of jivas. Accordingly, the Bhashya- 
kara describes the universe as the sphere of action of 
numerous agents and experiencers of the fruits of 
action 0 

V.S. 1-1-2). 

In Sutra 3-2-9, where Badarayana discusses the 
question whether the same jiva awakes from sleep, he 
necessarily implies that there are many jivas in 
common life. And Sankara remarks 





*TT. WS, w. 
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“We have explained at length again and again, that it 
is Pure Being (Brahman) alone that is spoken of as a jiva 
owing to connection with a conditioning associate. This being 
so, we talk of one particular jiva, so long as bondage 
continues as attaching itself to one Upadhi (conditioning 
associate). But in the case of bondage continuing to attach 
itself to another Upadhi, the talk of another jiva becomes 
necessary. Inasmuch as one and the same upadhi continues 
both in sleep and waking in the relation like unto that of 
a seed and its sprout, it is reasonable to think that the same 
jiva wakes.” SBh.3-2-9, 272. 


Elsewhere, while discussing why the jiva is often 
spoken of as anu (subtle), Sankara says crunch 

Therefore, this 

epithet anu is applied just because the nature of jiva 
is difficult to ascertain, or because of the conditioning 
associate (the mind)’ (SBh. 2-3-29, p. 138). And in 
commenting on the next Sutra he wirtes : 




^ II 


*TT. V*o. 


“And it is only so long as this connection of the 
conditioning associate, the mind continues that jiva is a jiva.” 

SBh. 2-3-30, 140. 


And in the next sutra, Badarayana says, 
according to Sankara, that even in sleep and in the 
state of dissolution of the universe, this relation to the 
mind, continues to be in a latent form, just as capacity 
to procreate etc., are latent in childhood . Failure to 
notice that this remark is from the vyavaharic 
standpoint, may have misled the later Vedantins to 
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argue that avidya itself continues to persist in such 
states. 

Sankara’s actual position is, of course, that even 
the connection with this upadhi, is due to mithyajnana 
or Adhyasa. 

ii m. 

“Moreover, it is owing to the mithyajnana (adhyasa) that 
this connection with the mind has come about for Atman, and 
there is no sublation of mithyajnana except by right 
knowledge.” SBh. 2-3-30, 141. 

41. Strictly speaking, the three states of 
consciousness, can be reduced to two states according 
to the genuine tradition of Sankara. As Gaudapada 
says :- 

1 J^ u TcT: wh' 1 I 

tw# crqt: II T fr. 

“There is dream for him who takes the truth as 
something else, and sleep for him who knows not the truth 
(as it is) ; when the misconception of these two sorts vanishes, 
one attains the Fourth quarter (the Atman).” GK. 1-15. 

Badarayana (VS. 3-2-3) treats the creation of 
dream-objects in dream as wholly Maya, according to 
Sankara’s interpretation of the Sutra (VS. 3-2-3) and 
there is not even the smell of reality in their 
appearance. The dream objects are, comparatively 
speaking, quite unlike those in waking, for the latter 
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are governed by the laws of space and time, and are 
not sublated like dream objects, in any other state. 
Again, Badarayana according to Sankara, says, that 
perception of external objects in dream and other 
kindred states, for there is a difference between 
waking experience and experience in these states 
^ wW. In explaining the 

meaning of this aphorism, Sankara says that besides 
being sublated or unsublated, there is a further 
difference between these two : aqfxr ^ T^lrrhn ^ 

- n. *tt. ■qr. ^o) “Moreover, 

this experience of dream is only memory, while the 
experience of waking is perception.’ Again, there are 
some Srutis which teach that the Jiva goes to the 
dream-state taking the mental impression, and Sankara 
also writes : 

^ ^T. 

“Being imbued with the impression of that perception, 
he sees dreams and is called by the name of “manas". 

SBh. 1-1-9, 85. 

Forgetting to note that all this is from the 
vyavaharika standpoint, later interpreters of Sankara, 
have supposed this to be his last word in the matter ; 
they are ready to forego even the paramarthika view, 
and suspect that there may have been some influence 
of Buddhism in treating both dream and waking as if 
they were on an equal footing. Sankara, himself. 
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however, has already anticipated this and sounded a 
note of warning : 

TTRcT 

ilRlfti '^T^TcT goMdl '^tft^ftl^' 

3-^-Y, W. 


“Before the intuition of one’s identity with Brahman, the 
diverse world consisting of ether etc., continues to be identical 
as it is, while that experienced in dream is sublated daily. So 
this statement about the wholly mayic nature of dream is only 
relative.” SBh. 3-2-4, 259. 

The reader is here expressly warned against 
believing that the waking world is absolutely real, 
since as the effect superimposed on Brahman, it has 
been declared by the Sruti to be a name and mere 
play of words (see para 19 and SBh. 2-1-14). 


42, It is clear that according to the genuine 
Sankara’s tradition, swoon and other kindred states of 
unconsciousness, howsoever they may differ 
empirically owing to their origin and effect on life, are 
all on a par with deep sleep. It is therefore wrong to 
believe that there is only partial merging in Brahman 
in these states. A sub-commentator writes thus on this 
subject : 


4 Mil 13 ft ^l^l) 


STTRcft, H-^o, 'qT. ^Yo. 
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“So, in the mugdha state or swoon, even while there is 
merging in Brahman, it is not quite that kind of merging as 
it is in the case of deep sleep ; and that is why it is said 
to be partial merging. It is half, because of similarity and 
dissimilarity.” Bhamati, 3-2-10, page 639, 640. 

It is not suiprising that this writer makes this 
observation, in the face of the express declaration of 
Sankara : 



■ J TL 3-3-Sq, W- 

“We never say that the Jiva is only half merged in 
Brahman in swoon.” SBh. 3=2-10, 275. 

It is evident that the distinction of the two states 
from the Vyavaharic standpoint, has been confounded 
with the discussion of the states with a view to 
determine the nature of Absolute Reality. The reader 
will remember in this connection how all the three 
states are really mayic as Sankara has elsewhere (SBh. 
2-1-9) pointed out on the authority of the traditional 
teacher Gaudapada. 

43. Adhyasa, as we have already seen, according 
to Sankara, is only a natural tendency of the mind to 
mistake one thing for something else which it is not 
In the case of the adhyasa or the mutual 
superimposition of the Self and the not-self, this 
tendency is the reason, giving rise to the mistaken 
distinction of the knowership, agency and the 
experiencing nature in the Self 
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This superimposition may be subdivided into two 
kinds. In the first place, there is the mutual 
superimposition of the subject ‘me’ - (the 

object of the notion of me) and the objective 
constituents of the aggregate of the body, the senses 
and the mind, as well as certain objects external to 
the aggregate. Here the mistaken transference of the 
properties of the individual self and of the not-self to 
each other, takes place even while one knows that 
these objects are obviously distinct from one’s self. 
This is the case, for instance, when a person feels that 
he himself is benefitted or is the sufferer when one’s 
son or daughter, wife or relative is so affected. The 
superimposed self in such cases, has been called the 
secondary self (Gaunatman) while "one’s own 
aggregate of the body and the senses mistaken for the 
self, has been styled the false Atman (mithyatman). 
This mithyatman may be the body as in the case of 
one’s feeling 'I am fat’ or ‘I am lean’, ‘I jump, I 
walk’ etc. ; or it may be senses as for instance, when 
one feels ‘I am blind’ or ‘I am deaf. Or else it may 
be the mind also with its various modifications as 
when one thinks and says ‘I desire’, ‘I will it’, T 
doubt if or *1 have ascertained it’. 

And in the second place, there is the mutual 
superimpostition of the real imnost changeless Self as 
the Witnessing Consciousness and the me, the seat 
and object of the notion of me, with its numerous 



60 


MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA 


Hc^iicHH cTTg44^i!^:+(uiinitei?3TFifcT). Here this 

Witnessing Self is the eternal subject in so far as all 
egos with their belongings (such as the body) become 
known only with the aid of Its intrinsic light. 

Some sub-commentators have contended that 
even the Jiva is not really the object of the ‘me’ - 
notion, but has been so spoken of by Sankara, only 
because he becomes fit for discussion in the empirical 
field (°iw*K4)^) in that notion. This is only a 
distinction without difference. For this Jiva has been 
considered by Badarayana in both of these two 
aspects, viz., that as Jiva, he is the very same supreme 
Atman unchanged SBh. 1-4- 

22) and that Jiva is only a semblance of the real 
Atman (srmrcr ^ ^ 

not actually the same nor a distinct entity (^t n Xct trrajRt 
Tf'T - SBh. 2-3-50, 302). 

In whichever aspect Jiva is presented, it is clear 
that he must be considered empirically speaking, 
to be as real, as the Pramanas and prameyas (means 
and objects of right knowledge). At that level of 
thought, it has to be conceded that there are 
innumerable jivas, all of equal rank of reality, and 
nevertheless, they are all one with Brahman 
transcendentally speaking. 

44. Elsewhere Sankara writes : 


WTT?l#f 
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M oij\wflc| ddMdlfe II *TT. *- 

“In the Supreme Atman, ever pure, ever conscious and 
ever free in nature, absolutely changeless, One and untainted 
by anything else, has been conjured up the jiva form quite 
opposed to this in nature, just as a surface and dirt are fancied 
to pertain to the sky”. SBh. 1-3-19, 269. 

The simile of ether in general pot-ether etc., has 
been used again and again in the Sutra Bhashya to 
illustrate the identity of Jiva with Isvara in spite of the 
apparent difference recognized from the empirical 
point of view (SBh. 2-1-22, p.209). 

It is therefore, really surprising to find that 
different followers of sub-commentators, have 
internecine wordy war-fare with one another dividing 
themselves into conflicting camps of (1) the 
a vachhinna-vada (theory advocating the limitation of 
jivas by the mind), (2) pratibimba-vada (the theory 
insisting that jivas are reflections of Atman in avidya), 
and (3) abhasa-vada (the theory that believes the jiva 
is only a semblance of Paramatman). This needless 
internal fight has been the result of ignoring that 
ancient Vedantins Gaudapada and Sankara had cited 
such illustrations only to clarify the teaching of the 
absolute unity of Atman, and not to formulate any one 
definition of jiva-nature. This would become evident 
to anyone who carefully persues the following 
statement of Sankara 
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i ft ^w<i^IRch4i: 

7T47TT^4 *l<*<Mcl I u4*ll<j^ ft 

Wc( II \. <W. 3-^0, R03. 

“Nobody can insist on likeness in all respects between 
an illustration and the thing illustrated ; for if there should 
be an all-round similarity, and not merely in a particular point 
of comparison intended, the very relation of the illustrated and 
the illustration would cease to be there.” 

SBh. 3-2-20, 287. 

The above-cited statement is in the context of an 
illustration given in the Sruti to clarify the teaching 
that the jiva is really of the nature of Atman as Pure 
Consciousness devoid of all specific features and that 
his seeming nature as invested with features, is only 
due to conditioning associates as in the case of a 
reflection of the Sun. 

45. The doctrine of one and the same Witnessing 
Atman as the Self of all creatures, has been 
proclaimed in the Sruti (Sve. 6-11) and Sankara 
challengingly declares that this Atman is taught neither 
in the portion of the Vedas treating of injunctions 
(Vidhi-kanda) nor recognized in any one of the 
speculative systems (tarka-samayeX and he unequi¬ 
vocally identifies this Witness with Isvara (SBh. 2-3- 
41), -grfW .). 

It passes one’s understanding how in the face of 
this declaration, some of the followers of the sub- 
commentaries could imagine that, the Jiva-sakshis (!) 
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were many in number while the Isvara-sakshi (?) is 
one alone. 

46. We have already seen how (para 38) 
according to Sankara, Badarayana has argued that the 
same Jiva who went to sleep awakes to transmigrate 
according to his karma. The implication of the 
plurality of Jivas in this Sutra is justified by Sankara 
as due to conditioning associates 

I *7T. 

Yet post-Sankara advaitins have entertained 
different views as to whether Ekajiva-vada (the theory 
of single Jiva) or Nanajiva-vada (the theory of many 
Jivas) is the more correct one ! 

47. Another grievous blunder more culpable than 
the pluralization of the Witness, is the woeful 
misinterpretation of the epithet Prajna found in the 
Sruti. This significant name given to the Witness of 
deep sleep in the Mandukya, can never be 
misunderstood by any one who notices the other 
epithets which are used in juxta-position with it. 

XT^ lyiHIR 11 

O And yet some have ventured to give the derivation 
of the word as m- (mostly ignorant) just to make 
it fit in with their pet theory that there is avidya 
(ignorance) in sound sleep ! And this in defiance of 
Badarayana’s express use of the term to denote Isvara 
and Sankara’s commentary thereon in accordance with 
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Sruti. We shall just cite the Sutras, and the Sruti along 
with the Bhashya for the reader’s information 

(O ii u. 

(3) cT dtJoiN^I: 11 W3V 

(3) cTT^ ‘m WP JfrjHkHHI TRft^FT ^ ^ Rh^H 

M 0$. ^ ml<i^ ^ i 

YTTfft: '^TTcC cTFT I .... I Tf^c^eT^PTT W^fT 

fwrfWpTTct 1 TT?teRTT^T 4 3PT mft ^TTrfTT UI^HIcHHIS^n^ <JoU^ 
^rfr’ (^. ^Tct ^ ■qrirsR wrf^Tfcr n 

u. *n. w. 

Comment is needless. The Sutras set Prajna in 
contrast with Jiva. And Sankara says expressly that 
the Srutis invariably refer to Is vara when they use the 
word Prajna. 

NEEDLESS CONTROVERSY OVER THE 

SYNTACTICAL RELATION OF THE 
WORDS IN THE TEXT ‘TA T-TVAM-ASI’ 

48. Another needless controversy among the 
followers of the sub-commentators, is about the 
realtion of tvam-padartha and tat-padartha (the Jiva 
and Is vara) in the proposition Tat-tvam-asi (‘That thou 
art’ as it is usually rendered). Is it an apposition of 
the two words in their primary sense (Mukhya 
Samanadhikaranya) or an apposition implying the sub- 
lation of Jiva’s nature (badha-samanadhikaranya) ? 

That this difference of opinion is wholly 
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needless, may be readily seen when one considers the 
following statements in Sankara’s Bhashya : 


‘3#? ^ tfwIV cTrT^T^f^N- 

I dril<ld ^ 'TOff 

WTORT ‘f^TPTRTT^ ^ 

. 37f^TTcT fefTc[’, 

- ^iRwiwhIW*^ l •••• 

^RIlf^WPTT TlfTT^: I TO 
UcM'lkMI ^RTT TOWTTO 

tci^m4^c^Hic(«nfeT: i ^ TO*?f 
UftH^ chr ‘dr^RT ^RT^TOR TO ^riil<Rld Wlfd, 

fwfroOT^ TO^fwr: Tlf^TTOtsf^r % Pd 

; ii tl «ir. <*©$. 


[It should be noted, incidentally, that sm* (absence of 
knowledge), w? (doubt) and faN<fa (misconception), are the 
only obstacles that are in the way of right knowledge of 
Atman. ‘Avidya-sakti’ which is postulated by sub-commentaries 
as one enveloping the Brahmic nature and projecting the 
tTansmigratory nature of the self, is nowhere mentioned by 
Sankara in this connection.] 

It is evident that the true nature of Brahman or 
Tat-padartha is to be determined by using the 
principles of interpretation enunciated in the Purva- 
mimamsa of Jaimini, and that there is no question of 
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any choice between the primary meaning or secondary 
meaning there. In the case of Tvam-padartha or Jiva, 
the Sruti itself guides us in determining the final entity 
Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness) as intended by the 
word. So it stands to reason that the text requires the 
examination of Jiva nature till we finally land at the 
actual entity which is identical with Brahman known 
through a study of the Sastra. 

It is therefore to be concluded that Sankara sides 
with those who hold that the samsaric nature of the 
Jiva, is to be sublated before we can intuit the Identity 
taught by this and other such propositions. 

This is not a rare inference from Sankara’s 
explanation of the text, ‘That thou art’ cited above. 
Here are extracts from the Sutra-Bhashya wherein 
Sankara himself says so* in so many words 

( \ ) srfsrar n fWi}, 

^ fWrT I ^ W ^ 

; n "Errf^n^ It 

^ nr. w>. 

Here Sankara says that Prajna or Isvara is the 
same Isvara, and nothing more nor less. The nature 
of Jiva is only superimposed by Avidya, on whose 
disapparance ‘it is Prajna Himself, that is taught by 
the Sruti ‘That thou art’. 

(3) 37r*JRI ^ •sfa:, 
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'urdMiM: i . 3rmm*zr m\m 

sfd^d^fdRrd I d<t^K|^H ^ WfifTOFT 
<SM^liHHPd: II ^T. ^T. ^-\o i \$t m 


Here we are told that the Jiva is only a 
semblance of Paramatman, like the reflection of the 
sun etc. Hence all transmigratory life pertaining to that 
Jiva is also reasonable to be supposed as due to 
Avidya, and consequently the teaching of his identity 
with Brahman by negating the Samsara becomes quite 
reasonable. 


O) H wfdMItJd 

cTl%, ^|Ru|: uRuR^I^ 



fw ^ct o^fd^ II 


«[F. 


Here it is expressly affirmed that Isvara is not 
taught to be identical with Jiva, but only by negating 
the samsaric nature of Jiva, the latter is intended to 
be taught as being one with' Isvara. Isvara’s 
description as being free from all defects is real, 
whereas the Jiva’s being of the opposite nature, is 
unreal. This is the distinction to be recognized here. 


THE CREATORSHIP OF ISVARA, AND THE 
TRANSMIGRATORY NATURE OF JIVA 


49. This disposes of the difficulty arising out of 
the teaching that Isvara is the .creator of the universe 
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and as such precluding the possibility of His being 
identical with the Jiva who is transmigrating in the 
empirical world. How can there be identity of the 
omnipotent Isvara with an individual creature like the 
Jiva ? This objection does not hold water, for, as 
Sankara says 

TT5T yPdtdirHdrdl^ I 3#T ^ ‘d-cduR’ - 
Spfc TlfcRtfWT *fcrfcT, WIcT ^fcl 
cT^T 4)d*d _ -UUlRc4 U^cd^ I W(M fh^WH- 

«nfa?R^ \ TTZ 
^ *IT. 

Here we are told that the Vyavaharic difference 
between Isvara as a creator and Jiva as mere creature, 
is due to the conditioning associate of Jiva (in the 
shape of the body and senses), and therefore the 
difference between the two, may be justified on the 
analogy of ether in general and a pot-ether. But when 
the absolute unity of Atman is intuited in the light of 
the teaching in such text as ‘ That thou art’, there is 
neither the creator nor the transmigratory Jiva different 
from each other. 

THE ANALOGY OF THE POT-ETHER, 
AND ETHER IN GENERAL 

50. The analogy of the pot-ether, given as an 
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illustration of the simultaneous unity of Atman as well 
as the Vyavaharic difference between Is vara and Jiva, 
had been already used by Gaudapada, the knower of 
the right Vedantic tradition as he has 

been styled by Sankara. That adept in Vedanta, has 
shown how this illustration is aptly applicable to 
explain all the diffrences in empirical life :- 

tidlftci-ccl II ^T. 

This sloka is given in illustration of how 
Paramatman appears to be bom as many jivas and 
their conditioning associates in empirica] life, without 
affecting his absolute monistic nature. The ether 
(akasa) is the first product issuing forth from 
Brahman. It remains as ether and yet has transformed 
itself into pots and pot-ethers, thus accomodating itself 
to the convention of the differences of (1) ether in 
general, (2) pots as conditioning adjuncts' of pot-ethers, 
and (3) a number of pot-ethers. 

(3) f*TSRl <T5T cHf ^ I 

3TORTPT T II 4 . ^T. VV 

This sloka says that the several names, forms and 
activities do differ in empirical life, and yet the unity 
of Atman remains intact, just as for practical purposes, 
pots, jars, pitchers etc. differ and yet ether as such, 
remains intact in the face of these apparent 
differences. 



70 


MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA 


(3) Wt tcf ^HWH^kPH I 


II ift. ^T. 


This verse illustrates how Atman remains the 
same in spite of the Vyavaharic conventions of birth, 
death, movement and staying in all the bodies. 


THE RELATION BETWEEN THE^ 
KARMA-KANDA AND THE JNANA-KANDA 


51. One important distinction between the 
procedure of Vedic teaching adopted in the Karma- 
kanda and that in the teaching about Brahman in 
Vedanta, should be steadily kept in mind in order to 
avoid misconceptions. As Sankara says : 


U) pHc*JMP«TCtnft WfW, 
Wfcf, TJcffw^ 

TOTRct II 



^r^cii 


“Obligatory Karmas have been studied in the previous 
portion for wiping off sins accumulated in the past, and Kamya 
Karmas also for the benefit of those that desire to attain fruits 
(of karmas).” Introduction, Tai - 1. 


(3) TTcfSTRtfRf 3TTRTT TlfdW: ^TRR- 

<lcl®eipiec MlR MP<5I<1MI<H dP&^l <*4^1^- 

I ^ C=tI CH -I : ^ilCHpcm^^ 

3T?H dP^HOd^^lcH^^MpcI^NHHI- 

II «7T. 3RT, V 

“Karma-kanda was undertaken for the benefit of one who 
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believes that there is certainly an Atman, who is to be 
connected with another body and who is desirous of attaining 
what is desired and of warding off what is disliked in 
connection with that body, only to reveal the appropriate 
means of attaining what is liked and of warding off what is 
disliked. But the reason of desiring to attain what is liked and 
of warding off what is disliked, that reason of the nature of 
believing in one's being an agent and experiencer of the fruits 
of action, that reason viz. wrong knowledge, has not been 
removed by revealing one’s opposite nature of being 
Brahmatman.” Intro Br., 5. 

Evidently Karma-kantja, according to Sankara, 
extends the range of the result of empirical life 
relating to the present birth, to future births in this 
world and to the other world and restricts itself to 
reveal the means of attaining what one desires to 
attain there also. The Jnana-kanda , on the other hand, 
proposes to reveal to the dispassionate souls, the 
means of rubbing off avidya the very root of desire, 
by revealing the real nature of the Monistic Atman 
who is the only Reality Absolute. 

This avidya, as we have already seen (para 27), 
is the superimposition of the unreal not-self on the real 
Self. The illustration of the rope-snake which he often 
adduces, as the reader is aware, is intended to show 
how this mutual superimposition of the Atman and the 
unreal not-self, does not confer any virtue upon the 
not-self and cannot taint the Atman either (dc^cH 
cjt tt ^ . We have also seen (in para 

47) how in the discussion of the epithet Prajna 
ascribed to Is vara, in contrast to jiva on account of 
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this superimposition or avidya, does not affect Atman 
in the least. There also Sankara writes 

^ (U. voO, 

‘Just as there is no change in the nature of rope either 
at the time of one’s falsely believing it to be a snake 
or when one’s delusion has been dispersed.’ 

Elsewhere, Sankara writes : 

f^fTTcTFTT -q^IJ^nw^T 

n-lTdchl I W STTFTjfe:, 

‘d^HlV U^Tt\ 11 

^T. *?T. WV U3U 

“Apavada or rescission in the case of apposition, occurs 
when a subsequent idea faithful to the nature of an object, 
happens to sublate a previous false notion attached to it ; as 
for example, when the false notion of the self attached to the 
aggregate of the body and the senses, is removed by the 
correct notion of Atman belonging to the genuine Atman 
himlself, this subsequent idea being bom out of the teaching 
‘That thou art’.” SBh. 3-3-9, 331. 

This distinction between the two portions of the 
Vedas, steadily kept in view throughout Sankara’s 
exposition of Vedic-vyavahara, accounts for his 
uniform tirade in almost all his Bhashyas against the 
Jnana-karma-samuchchaya-vada of certain Vedantins 
who either ignored the nature of the genuine 
knowledge of Brahman, or confounded it with 
Upasana. 
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HOW SANKARA’S VEDANTA HAPPENS 
TO BE MISUNDERSTOOD BY 
OTHER VEDANTINS 

52. Criticisms of Sankara by adverse 
Bhashyakaras of Vedanta-Sutras, may be said to be 
mainly due to a misconception resulting from their 
inability to appreciate this distinction of the two 
vyavaharas. Badarayana as interpreted by Sankara, 
keeps these two view-points wide apart throughout the 
Sarikara-Mimamsa. Sankara frequently draws our 
attention to this distinction, lest the two views be 
mixed up. Let us take, for instance, the following two 
Sutras discussing the consistency of the definition of 
Brahman as the cause of the universe :- 

(O II 

“If it should be objected that the distinction of the 
experiencer and the experienced, would cease to be since the 
experiencing ego and the experienced objects would become 
identical, we reply this distinction can well remain intact, as 
may be seen from illustrations in common life.” VS. 2-1-13 

Here the objection is that since the universe is 
an effect of the primary cause Brahman, according to 
the Advaitin, there would be a repugnant identification 
of both the experiencing ego and objects to be 
experienced. The reply is that the distinction may still 
be kept up even on the advaitin’s view ; for there is 
an illustration based on experience in common life 
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1 o^c|$K: ; F 

II *TT. W- 


The Advaitin’s reply is :- 
“Foam, a wave, a wavelet, a bubble etc. are distinct 
from one another, while they are one with the sea as water, 
and none of the effects is identical with another. So also, the 
experiencer, experience, and the experienced objects, may well 
be distinct from each other even while they are each one with 
Brahman as the material cause.” SBh. 2-1-13, 432. 

This reply is from the view-point of vyavahara, 
but from the higher view of Paramartha, the next 
Sutra has abandoned this view. Sankara accordingly 
explains it thus 

^ ifo TfeRtsf^T: ; F cTT f^FT: ; WTTcT 

cPft: 37W^f II 'F. *1T. ^. 

“Conceding this empirical distinction of the experiencer 
and the experienced, it has been said that this distinction may 
well be maintained as it is seen in the world ; but this 
distinction is not really real, for there is really non-difference 
between the two.” SBh. 2-1-14, 433. 


At the close of this Bhashya on this Sutra 
Sankara writes :- 
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TPT^W^ ^fcT II "tf. *n. 

“The author of the Sutras also says there is non¬ 
difference in view of the Paramartha (Transcendental Reality). 
Having the empirical view in mind, however, he says that such 
a distinction is possible as we see that it obtains in the world. 
And without negating the world of effects at all, he adopts 
the method of parinama (evolution) also, so that it might be 
usefully employed in the interpretation of Upasanas.” 

SBh. 2-1-14, 441. 

Not realizing that Badarayana takes his stand on 
the axiom that Brahman or the Universal Self is 
self-established Truth and Reality in one, and that 
the distinction of pramatru, pramana and 
prameya, is itself nourished by the light of that 
Pure Consciousness, some have made bold to doubt 
that very Reality, alleging that the Brahman without 
specific features, has no support of any-pramana ! 

CAN UPASANA DO AWAY 
WITH AVIDYA ? 

53. Some Schools of Vedanta have not only 
insisted that Srutis present Brahman only as the object 
of Upasana, but that upasana is the only Vidya that 
is capable of destroying avidya. This doctrine is the 
outcome of a double misconception. In the first 
place, they have rushed to the conclusion of the 
mutual identity of jnana and upasana, simply because 
verbs derived from both the roots (vid) and 
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(upas) have been interchanged in certain texts 
enjoining Upasana (meditation). Sankara also 
recognizes this circumstance when he says 

and has cited two passages 
(Ch 2-1-4, 3-18-1) as vouchers for this. 


But he would not fall a prey to the temptation 
of conceiving that avidya also could be destroyed by 
Upasana, for according to his tradition, real jnana is 
something quite different from Upasana, in so far as 
it is the result of a pramana which has some existent 
thing for its object. And unlike upasana, it is 
dependent neither on a person’s will nor on any 
injunction, but as common sense tells us, is always in 
conformity with the nature of its object. (?h 3 


HOW DOES JNANA DESTROY AVIDYA ? 


54. Strictly speaking, even jnana cannot be said 
to destroy avidya in the literal sense of the word, 
for 


(O fir w- 

rf U<iM\ WfeBTT II 

*-*-*<>, w. 

Here we are reminded that, in all cases, vidya 
(knowledge) is seen to remove ignorance only, but it 
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can never actually remove an existing property of a 
thing or create some property afresh. 

(3) fF 1 WT fRt fwfcT: II 

T ^T. *“*“*<>, 

Here we are reminded that the Sastra or 
Upanishad is only jnapaka (revealer) but not Karaka 
(creator) and so no authority of Sastra can be invoked 
to prove that knowledge actually does effect 
something. 

(3) ™ ‘sT#^ 

Here we are told that the-very fact that the holy 
revelation emphasizes that Brahman or Atman as Pure 
Being is the All, presumes that there is Avidya or 
superimposition on Brahman in life. 

(Y) ^hTHcI PhI^H 

^ hihIcTIRi ; T, I T1% 

I f%^ dP^I5- 

Pc|£llWl^d TRR 

3MHdcl II f. R. Y-Y-^, ^V9Y. 

Here we learn that a person is the same Brahman 
even before he gets final release. Yet the knowledge 
of this fact, has got to be acquired through the 
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teaching of the Sastra ; only avidya has got to be 
removed, and the enquirer has to make an effort to 
remove it. 

(<a) 3TcKT 

- ^fcT ^ ; ^P^Id^dlfdq^i^HdHlc^ I 
^frbchMMUMi ^IddH^dHPddcdlPddddl'P II 

Here it is declared that there is no specific 
difference caused in the ignorant person, on account 
of the removal or non - removal of avidya, in the 
same way as there is nothing new happening in the 
actual nature of a rope, barren soil, nacre and sky 
when the wrong knowledge treating them as a snake, 
mirage water, silver, or dirty surface, is removed. 

[The theory of an actual birth of something undefinable 
(anirvachaniya) in these cases of misconception ; is quite 
foreign to Sankara’s tradition.] 

(A) & fflPHdfoPH^Rdd^ 3fen^c^TT^c^KT ; 3TT?RRt 
Wc[ d ; ‘siPIdfa, elell^dld’ ^fd 

I ^^cqiMK^Pdmd^PHd^l^l 
3lfelT^qFI II ^T, 

Here the objection that at least the difference of 
knowing and not-knowing, should be admitted in 
Atman at these two stages, has been met by appealing 
to the S’ruti which negates the not-knowing by 



HOW DOES JNANA DESTROY AVIDYA ? 


79 


likening it to dream-knowledge. One seems to think 
and act ‘as it were’ ; and so one is not really 
ignorant. This can be readily seen when it is 
observed that this wrong knowledge (avidya) so called 
is the result of the many functions of the body, senses 
and the mind, and does not really pertain to Atman. 

(b) i r^dTbl 

TT 11 *TT. Y-Y-^, ^VsY. 

Here is another reason which serves as a 
clincher. One who sees avidya as an object, in the 
same way as one who perceives an object, cannot be 
surely treated as being actually ignorant of himself 
Ignorance is seen to appear and disappear ; so it is 
an object of knowledge. It is therefore surely wrong 
to think that the knower is the locus of this object, 
Avidya. 

The above excerpts must suffice to show that the 
teaching of Final Release by the knowledge of Atman 
through the removal of avidya, is purely a device used 
for the purpose of rescinding some other teaching 
which tentatively grants the existence of avidya, and 
therefore that the removal of avidya, is only from the 
empirical standpoint. From the transcendental point of 
view, therefore, the Sruti says Of. y-y- 

O. “Being Brahman itself, one is dissolved in 
Brahman through knowledge”, while in the case of 
meditation it says ^ Of. y-vO ‘One 

becomes a god and merges in gods’. 
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TiT V 3TTrRT5^Tf^r s^dPtd: ^cTlfTO^ddl ^Td 11 

“This is my Atman inside the heart, this is Brahman ; 
I am going to become one with It after departing hence.” 

Ch. 3-14-4. 

THE CENTRAL PHILOSOPHY OF 
SANKARA’S TRADITION OF VEDANTA 

55. The history of the vicissitudes of Vedantic 
thought, may well be regarded as a veritable battle 
between a majority of Vedantic Schools who mostly 
maintained that the Upanishads being an integral part 
of the Vedas, should be expected to lay down some 
injunction with or without Brahman as subservient to 
it, and a minority of Vedantins who stood by assertive 
texts which seem to proclaim that the knowledge of 
Brahman leads a seeker to the highest goal of life 
independently of any religious duty to be performed 
whether in conjunction with such knowledge or even 
exclusively. Following in the footsteps of Gaudapada, 
Sankara interprets Badarayana as fully endorsing the 
main doctrines of the followers of this latter school. 

The reason why the later Vedantins following the 
subcommentaries, and the Bhashyakaras of other 
systems, failed to see eye to eye with Sankara lies 
partly in their want of attention to the line of 
argument adopted in Sankara’s elaborate commentary 
on the Samanvaya Sutra (VS. 1-1-4) and partly to 
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their instinctive allegiance to the efficacy of pramanas 
and, what is more, in their ignoring the place of 
anubhava (intuition) and anubhavanusari tarkah 
(reasoning in consonance with intuition) adopted in 
the Upanishads. Sankara’s comment on the aphorism 
ff (^. n. deserves pointed 

attention in this connection 


(NTT. *-3-*<\), I? cj TR ^TTWTTtf^feTT ^ 

(*5T. NTT: N 


(N. ^-^-^), McfW 

TOfTN:’ (^. 9-Y-^) - 41*41 fa 

NTRTfr, ^c^vftTWTd ‘dN (%. T. 

*-*-Y) fcNT I T^TchT%T fa<l*ki)4 

W I Wrfw NTTNlffa, T 

TcTTRlfT ; TTTTRTfW^THTfT 1% Tlffa I cTT 3Fflfd 

i Tffh ?r Tcwrfr N#rifN 

N^ffa - fafadHdNl %cf:, ^fcTT TTcflT 

3TTRTTRT W N ^fcT 11 


TL NT. VVV*, 

‘It is neither gross nor subtle, neither short nor long’ 
(Br.), ‘Without sound, without touch, without colour, 
undecaying’ (Ka. 1-3-15), ‘That indeed, which is known as 
Akasa (Ether), is that which differentiates name and form ; 
that which is distinct from these two, that is Brahman’ 
(Ch. 8-14-1), ‘The purusa indeed, is transcendental, formless. 
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He is verily, unbom both within and without’ (Mil 2-1-2), 
‘Now this Brahman is without anything antecedent, and 
without anything consequent, without anything interior or 
without anything exterior ; this Atman intuiting everything, is 
Brahman’ (Br. 2-5-19) - texts like these mainly purporting to 
teach the absolute nature of Brahman without manifoldness, 
and nothing else, it has been conclusively shown in the Sutra 
‘Tat tu samanvayat’, ‘But it has really the Sastra alone for 
its source’ (VS. 1-1-4). Therefore in texts of this kind. Brahman 
has to be accepted and taken to be, of the very nature as 
revealed in these, that is, as being emphatically without 
specific features. As for the other set of sentences, teaching 
Brahman with specific features, these do not mainly purport 
to teach that (the real nature of Brahman), for their aim chiefly 
is to enjoin upasana. So their express teaching (about) 
Brahman, should be accepted only in so far as there is no 
clash (between the two teachings) ; but when there is any 
clash (with the other set of teachings, this principle has to 
be observed in deciding our choice, viz, that texts having it 
as their main purport are preferable to those that have it not. 
That is why Brahman is concluded to be without any specific 
feature and not otherwise, even while there are texts teaching 
both (form and no form).” 

SBh. 3-2-14, 281. 

HOW THE MAJORITY OF VEDANTIC 
SCHOOLS HAPPENED TO MISS 
THE IMPORTANCE OF JNANA - TEXTS 

56. It is easy to guess why so many interpreters 
have been misled to lay emphasis on the Upasana 
texts in preference to those that exclusively teach 
jriana. The srutis themselves use verbs derived from 
the roots ‘upas’ and ‘vid’ indiscriminately to indicate 
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both meditation and knowledge and there are texts 
recommending knowledge which may be mistaken for 
injunctions. Compare for instance 
v-vs), ’One should think upon Him as Atman 
exclusively’, wt (^. Knowing Him 

alone, the discriminating one should tiy to get perfect 
consciousness’ and to d^diPTfa ?irt <SMidlfr’ (*5i. 

W#-*), ‘All this is verily Brahman for it is bom, is 
dissolved and moves in Brahman’, and there are 
extracts which begin with verbs derived from one of 
the roots ( vid% or 'upas ’ and close with the other 
form to denote one and the same meditation as 
Sankara has himself pointed out 

I W ^ 

(■^T. V-^ ‘3T3 TT TTcT f ^cTT ^ 

(td. ^1% I 3^ ^HlRrn W faf^TT Trt I 

w ,T Rt d^mdlci’ (td. ^ ^ 

^m\ ^ (t?T. 3-^-3) iRr ii 

*n. 

Again, there are Srutis teaching that those that 
meditate upon Brahman, are taken by a divine guide 
to Brahman, and also there are Srutis describing 
Brahman as possessing various forms - such Srutis for 
instance as teach that Brahman has four quarters 
(■*Jfc4i<Q, sixteen discs (Nl^i+diO, and all the three 



84 


MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA 


worlds for its body C^dW^iO{\) all of which might 
be explained as due to Brahman’s super - normal 
powers or to conditioning associates, as has been 
maintained by many a pre-Sankara Vedantins. 

All these circumstances, it is easy to conjecture, 
may have weighed with the ancient Vrttikaras, no less 
than the later Bhashyakaras inbued with ideas relating 
to karma yielding results mostly in another world, 
when they jumped to the conclusion that jfiana 
(knowing) referred to in the Vedas must be some 
species of religious mental duty enjoined. 

WHY DOES BADARAYANA TAKE 
PAINS TO RECONCILE SRUTIS 
TEACHING CREATION ? 

57. One more seeming riddle to be solved in 
Badarayana’s work, may be noted here before we 
close this section. 

Badarayana, according to Sankara, first gives the 
definition of Brahman, as 'the cause of the origination, 
sustentation and dissolution of this universe’ (V. S. 1- 
1-2) and declares that this is the only cause uniformly 
taught in all the Upanishads, and not the non-sentient 
Pradhana (primordial seed of matter) or the Paramanus 
(atoms) - inferred by the Samkhyas and Vaiseshikas. 

After showing by means of typical examples 
how this uniformity is observed, he takes up for 
discussion certain passages which are seemingly in 
conflict with one another as regards the nature of the 
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cause as well as the order of creation of the effects 
such as the ether (Akasa). While explaining the 
meaning of the Sutras, Sankara writes 

q ^ chi4fqq^u[ chK'JIMfH W 

II H. ^T. 

“True, there is to be found some disharmony about the 
creation of the effect . 

But merely because of the divergence regarding the 
effects, it cannot be that even Brahman uniformly known to 
be the cause from all the Upanishads, is not their import 
intended.” SBh. T-4-14,.,367. 

Here, evidently, the Bhashya grants for 
arguments’ sake that there is disharmony in the 
teaching concerning the effects. In the immediately 
succeeding sentences, however, he adds 

“There may well be divergence regarding the effects for 
they are not the real subject - matter undertaken to be taught 
here. (To explain :) This detail of creation etc. is not proposed 
to be seriously taught here. There is no purpose seen to be 
served by it, as promised by the Sruti ; or as conceivable ; 
for it can be readily seen that they form one whole along with 
texts teaching the nature of Brahman.” 

The Sutra above cited unequivocally points to the 
only tradition with which Badarayana sides. For he 
proclaims that Brahman taught as the cause, is 
uniformly the one subject - matter in all the 
Upanishads, while the effects serve the one purpose 
of leading the enquirer to that cause. Sankara has 
adduced the Mimamsic principle of interpretation 




86 


MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA 


d<4AH s (The Sruti which promises some 
good result to the knower of what is taught, is the 
one that is to be considered as the principal teaching, 
while the one that is taught without such a promise, 
should be considered as subservient to it). The Sruti, 
as pointed out by Sankara, expressly recommends that 
the effects should be taken only as the means to 
ascertain the Cause ( cRrtt fk . The 

Acharya not only refers to the Sruti fwh 

Tjfrf%c^cT thus demonstrating that Sruti 

emphasizes the exclusive reality of the causes, but also 
appeals to the traditional teaching when he wv'tes > 

cff^T STT^TcT 

I cf?TT xT B’swM 

^tfen5^T?JT I BTTPT: ^5^cTRPT ll’ 

(4pft. i 3 w ^^r^dinTci 

(^. k-O, ‘mfh (w. vs-s-3), ‘?Ffa 

RRr^lsrd^c^Mrd’ (£. ^-6) I MWT II 

^TL 

“Besides, we can easily see that the details of creation 
etc. are taught in the Sruti, only to reveal the non-difference 
of the effect from the Cause with the aid of illustrative 
examples like the clay. And that is what those conversant with 
the tradition, say ‘The creation that is taught in diverse ways 
with illustrations like those of clay, iron sparks, is only a 
means to introduce the listener to the right teaching. Really 
there is, no difference whatever’ (GK. 3-15). There is, on the 
other hand, the fruit accruing from the knowledge of Brahman, 
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promised in Srutis like Tai. 2-1, Ch. 7-1-3 and S’ve. 3-8. 
Moreover the benefit of this knowledge, is directly intuited 
also.” SBh. 1-4-14, 367. 

It is evident that Sankara is anxious to emphasize 
that teaching creation etc. has no other purport than 
this clarification of the absolute unity of Brahmatman, 
and that this is the only conclusion to be drawn not 
only from their express declaration that this is so, but 
also from a text (Ch. 6-1-4) proclaiming that the 
universe as an effect of its cause Brahman, is in itself 
unreal, a mere play of words fwft as 

is seen in common life in all instances of material 
causes and their effects (^^3 wvh). But the 
question is, why should Badarayana take pains to 
reconcile apparent disharmony among Srutis teaching 
creation, if, as Sankara avers, creation is not some¬ 
thing seriously intended to be taught in the Srutis ? 

This objection forgets the distinction between 
paramartha (transcendental Reality) and Vyavahara 
(practical life), which both Badarayana and Sankara 
have steadily kept in view. It is only from the 
paramarthic standpoint that Sankara refuses to assign 
the same value to the texts teaching creation as he 
attaches to texts teaching the real nature of Brahman. 
Otherwise, he keeps all distinctions of practical life 
quite intact, (see para. 16). Critics of Sankara’s 
technique, would do well to remind themselves 
repeatedly what he has definitely declared about the 
standard of reality with regard to all vyavaharas : 
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u<J°WKiuni}6r wi ‘All conventions 

of practical life, may consistently continue to be real 
before the intuition of the nature of Brahmatman’ 
(SBh. 2-1-14). Accordingly, Sankara writes in his 
introduction to the section on the discussion of 

consistency in Vedantic teaching concerning creation 
as follows 

^41^3 CUT cUI teTOIRT ^ffxT^T: I 

d^PxmmHR, i ^ iP^R^pTWWHR, 

I TTcj '41^ MR ^ I tr^Tc! 

cTgcT T^mR-mPH - ^RT: 

*JT. cc. 

“In the different Upanishads, there are to be found texts 
dealing with creation with different approaches (to the subject). 
Thus some mention the origination of ether (akasa), while 
others do not ; likewise, some mention the origination of air 
(vayu), while other texts do not. So also with regard to the 
individual selves (jivas) and pranas (vital force and the 
organs). In the same way, there is found to be disharmony with 
regard to the order and other matters touching creation in the 
other Upanishads. It has been concluded that other systems are 
to be discarded on account of inconsistency. And so, it may 
be suspected that our case too should be discarded on this 
very ground of inconsistency ; so, the detailed discussion in 
the sequel is begun to show how the teaching of Srutis with 
regard to creation, is free from all defects.” SBh. 2-3-1, 88. 
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THE IMPORTANCE OF THE DISCUSSION 
ABOUT ISVARA AND JIVA 

58. The same is the case with regard to the 
lengthy discussion concerning Jiva and Isvara. 
Questions about (1) the birth (VS. 2-3-17, 18), the 
size (VS. 2-3-19....32), agency (VS, 2-3-33....40), 
dependency on Isvara (VS. 2-3-43....53) of the Jiva ; 
and (2) God’s want of precaution in creating the 
universe (VS. 2-1-21 to 23), creation without the 
needful materials (VS. 2-1-24, 25), transformation into 
the universe (VS. 2-1-26), Omnipotence (VS. 2-1-30, 
31), motive in creating the world (VS. 2-1-32, 33), 
and partiality and mercilessness (VS. 2-1-34, 35, 36). 
All these are to be justified in the strictly non - 
dualism of Sankara, when we remember what he has 
said with regard to the relation of Isvara and Jiva in 
Vedanta 



*rr. 

[It is only owing to the conditioning associate projected 
by avidya that the convention of the Ruler and the ruled, 
obtains.] 


fT T cFTRffur ^ 
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fa'g: l 3^|}-ll<2d "gUfaf ll’ (qt. 

ifa II *T. *TT. 

[From the transcendental standpoint all conventions of 
the distinction of Isvara and Jiva, are negated in the 
Upanishads and the Bhagavadgita.] 

(3) <TtF: ^cTT^fa | 

RT gdlfaqfdfa gdMIcrl RT ■^fgfa^T lJ l i^qi ■ctt^TTHfa^FT’ (fa. - 
^fcT I TT^rr ^fadl^pH ‘im: ^fagdHT 
fcl^ofct I ^fa'gcnfa ^F^T^Tfa Hlddl ll’ (*ft. I 

WTPlffViHI^I 'd<;d-dcdHj 50 HIS I cf 

‘uiicfaHcfa ^fa ^mgs^infadi st^p ^Bifa i 

^pfarfa -qlwRTifaPTT ^T^rqfa wfr^ ^fa 11 

■q. *n. vx\. 

[These extracts show that the Srutis no less than the Gita 
and B ad aray ana’s Sutras, teach the distinction of Isvara and 
Jiva, at the level of vyavahara, so, that it may be useful for 
the treatment of Upasanas.] 

Even while dealing with empirical distinctions of 
Isvara and Jiva, and questions like creation, Sankara 
is careful enough to warn the reader against 
confounding them with the transcendentally real :- 

^ wrfafaw Trfejfa:, 3lfa^llcbf?lddH^Mcdd^K- 
'lH<^ld v d^IrH^MMPdMKdMIcdl^i - ^ddPq ^ faW^qq; 11 

“Besides, this Sruti teaching creation does not relate to 
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absolute Reatily, for it only refers to the convention of name 
and form conjured up by avidya and purports mainly to teach 
the nature of Brahmatman. This too should never be 
forgotten.” SBh. 2-1-33, 421. 

This should convince any one who surveys 
Badarayana’s work as a whole as to how he grants 
the reality of all the empirical distinctions of objective 
phenomena, like those of individual souls and 
Brahman as Isvara, the Ruler of all from the 
vyavaharic standpoint, even while he maintains the 
sole reality of Brahman from the transcendental point 
of view, as proclaimed by him (in sutra 2-1-14) 
according to Sankara. Evidently, therefore, critics who 
charge Sankara with predilection for Mayavada, the 
doctrine of believing in the illusory nature of all 
empirical distinctions, are labouring under an 
unpardonable misconception. 

MEANS TO JNANA AND MUKTI 

59. Just as the empirical distinction of the real 
and the unreal and that of truth and error, has been 
kept intact while teaching transcendental Reality and 
Truth in Badarayana’s work according to Sankara, 
Karma and Upasana have been assigned their own 
legitimate place in the empirical sphere. It is therefore 
either prejudice or some misconception which has led 
some critics to believe that this Achaiya, has a 
predilection for sanyasa, the fourth order of the life of 
a twice-born person, and consequently disparages 
karmas and upas anas prescribed in the Sastras. That 
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Badarayana and Sankara, actually regard both Karmas 
and Upasanas as worthy of consideration as Jnana 
itself, would be evident to any one who takes the 
trouble of studying the large portion of the Vedanta 
Sutras devoted to both these from the third pada of 
the third chapter of the Sariraka up to the close of 
that work. 

CRITICISM OF THE DOCTRINE OF 

COMBINED PRACTICE OF KARMA 
AND JNANA 

60. That a portion of the fourth pada of the third 
chapter (VS. 3-4-1 to 17) has been devoted to the 
discussion of the Jnanakarma-samuchchaya-vada (the 
doctrine insisting that the combined practice of jnana 
and karma was compulsory for aspirants of final 
Release), is perhaps due to the prevalence of schools 
which subscribed to that doctrine during Badarayana’s 
time, and up to the time of Sankara. The refutation 
of this doctrine, is to be found invariably in almost 
all Bhashyas ascribed to Sankara, whether on the 
Upanishads, the Bhagavadgita or the VedantaSutras. 
Sankara’s main contribution to Vedanta is, as we have 
already seen, to have convincingly explained how the 
main purport of the Upanishads, is the knowledge of 
Brahman as the only means leading to the intuition of 
eternal freedom of Atman from samsara. 

It is only to demonstrate the exclusive efficacy of 
Vedantic knowledge in leading to Final Release, that 
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Badarayana as interpreted by Sankara brings in, the 
question of the fourth order of life (sanyasa) for 
discussion. In the Sutra 3-4-17, Badarayana draws our 
attention to the fact that Vidya (knowledge of 
Brahman) is seen to be taught to aspirants in asramas 
other than that of the house-holders, and as such it 
cannot be consistently expected to be combined with 
karma. 

THE LEGITIMATE PLACE OF KARMA 
AND UPASANA AS MEANS TO 
LIBERATION 

61. Whether Final Release desiderates Karma and 
Upasanas at all in any way, is subsequently discussed 
by the author of Sariraka. There are two Sutras on 
this subject : ( 3^ ^ t* impish to n’ (And that is 

why there is no need of sacrificial fire and fuel etc., 
- VS. 3-4-25), and if ‘And 

there is need of all these, because of the Sruti 
teaching yajna (sacrifice) etc., as in the case of a 
horse’ (VS. 3-4-26). Safkara explains the meaning of 
the second aphorism as follows 

fe44< WT srtSRT felT ferSRT ^fcf I 

- W felT MidRife -T stffa 

TTfcT 3 I fKl: ? I . ‘3?$^ fe^cTT- 

i w ^ arsfr^ ffe, TWifai 

3 ■gfel i fern wfefl ^ 

ifh it ^r. ^TT. 
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“(Objection :-) Surely, this is self-contradictory that 
knowledge desiderates and yet does not desiderate the karmas 
of the (house-holder’s) Asrama ! 

(Reply :-) We say ’this is not so’. For, knowledge which 
has dawned, does not desiderate anything else for producing 
its result, but it does desiderate (these rites) for its own 
production. The expression ‘As in the case of a horse’ 
illustrates fitness. Just as a horse is not employed for drawing 
a plough, but is employed for the purpose of driving a carriage 
in view of its fitness, so also, the karmas of the householder’s 
asrama, are not needed for yielding the fruits of knowledge 
while they are needed for manifesting knowledge.” 

SBh. 3-4-26, 469. 

62. It must be noted, however, that Sankara 
gives no quarter to the doctrines of the combined 
practice of karma and knowledge for attaining release. 
For, while he insists that karmas are necessary for the 
production of Vidya, he expressly says that the 
directly immediate means of knowledge, are only self- 
control (sama) and other psychic items of discipline 



^qMqi^H<Wr u i fq air-mi | qqipH 

^fd fejRPftdTcp WflWfd ^IHIdlPH, 

MdfdWTPTId; qi^cKlpJ! ^fd II 


“Not only in the Srutis, but also in Smrtis like the 
Bhagavadgita, it has been explained at length, how sacrifices 
etc. when performed without any desire for the enjoyment of 
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their fruits, become means for the attainment of knowledge. 
Therefore, both Yajna etc., and self-control etc., should be 
resorted according to the stage of life (of the seeker), for the 
origination of knowledge. And as between these two sets of 
means, a distinction should be observed, viz, that control of 
the mind, and other means are more proximate, for they have 
been enjoined in connection with vidya (knowledge) in the 
text beginning ‘(tasmat evamvit) ’ (Br. 4-4-23), whereas sacrifice 
and other means have been enjoined in connection with 
vividisha (desire to know) in the text ‘tametam vedanu- 
vachanena brahmanS. vividishanti yajnena’ (Br. 4-4-22), are 
remote.” SBh. 3-4-27, 471. 

MOKSHA IN THE CASE OF 
THE MEDITATOR AND OF THE JNANIN 

63. Badarayana’s position, according to Sankara’s 
tradition with regard to the result o£ Brahmopasana, 
must be distinguished from what a majority of other 
schools of Vedanta, who uniformly believe that Final 
Release itself is to be attained through Upasana 
alone :- 

mTHT riHHM II 

“And the process of departure, is common (to both) up 
to the beginning of the path and the immortality is one 
without burning up (ignorance etc.,)” SBh. 4-2-7. 

This sutra according to Sankara’, says, that while 
the mode of graduated departure of the meditator is 
the same as that in the case of ordinary persons, the 
meditator takes to the path of the gods and proceeds 
to, TBrahmaloka to get Amrtatva (immortality or 
release). To the objection that immortality being the 
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goal of the knower of Brahman, there cannot be any 
occasion for him to stay in the ’bhutas’ along with 
tejas, or to resort to any ’path’ to reach immortality, 
Badarayana here replies that this immortality is only 
relative and not the genuine Release to be attained 
when all avidya is burnt up, and so there is nothing 
repugnant here. 

Another Sutra rules out the possibility of any 
departure of the life-forces in the case of the genuine 
knower of Brahman. 

In the previous Sutra the objection was brought 
forward that even in the case of actual knower of 
Brahman, we need not suppose that his life - forces 
do not depart from his body merely because the text 
says ^ cTR ww (‘his vital airs do not go out’ 

Br. 4-4-6), for this same text according to the 
Madhyandina version, reads ^ i’ 

thereby clearly saying that the pranas, do not part 
from the embodied one, and so, the meaning is that 
all those pranas accompany him when he departs. 

Badarayana, however, demolishes this supposition 
by quoting a parallel passage (Br. 3-2-11) from the 
same Upanishad wherein all the pranas are said to 
dissolve themselves in this very body and in 
consideration of this express statement it is but right 
that even in the text which has the reading 

we should apply the word it’s to the 
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body alone to which the negation is expected to apply 
and not to the embodied self as imagined by the 
advocates of the Prima facie view. Sankara adds, in 
the Bhashya on this Sutra that in view of this passage 
commencing with (and now the one who 

is devoid of all desires) in contrast to the ignorant 
person whose departure and going to the other world 
have been already described cannot be reasonably 
twisted to mean that even the desireless wise person 
has to undergo departure from the body and goes to 
some place which he has already achieved. Moreover, 
he points out, that there are Srutis like ‘sra w 
he attains Brahman here alone’ (Ka. 6-14) which 
expressly declare that there is no need for any 
movement or departure from the body in the case of 
the wise one. 

ADHYATMA - YOGA 

64. The use of the words Yoga and Dhyana by 
Sankara and Badarayana, has led some writers on 
Vedanta, to confound these items of discipline with 
those used in Patanjali’s system. As a matter of fact 
there is no shred of evidence to support this surmise. 
In his Bhashya (on VS. 2-1-3) Sankara expressly 
warns the students of Vedanta against identifying 
Vedic Samkhya and Yoga with what is denoted by 
those words in the systems of Kapila and Patanjali. 
Badarayana himself has refuted the logic of the 
Nirisvara Samkhya of Kapila (VS. 2-2-1 to 2-2-10) 
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and against confounding any resemblance of Samkhya 
teaching in certain texts where texts teach Brahman as 
a matter of fact (from Sutra VS. 1-1-5 to 1-4-27) and 
in the concluding Sutra 1-4-28, he says that with the 
lengthy refutation of the Samkhya, all other systems 
including the Yoga of Patanjali, may be deemed to 
have been discarded. Sankara has the following 
observation to offer in this connection 

fUlcMu) I f? 

wirai, ^ i ‘d^i^i 


PuidUuf ^ ^ cfT 

ffcl I gfdf% ^[q^iqicA^rcjPci^MK^ 3T^Tf%:^RT- 


Tn^ET dkdfd ‘tT^ j%fe^r5fcPJ^fcT ^T: T^IT faa<U4Hl4 l’ 

(41. ^-6) ffcl I tfcHt fir ct %TTR^ II 


TL *IT. *oV9. 

“Even while there are many Smrtis relating to Atman, 
attempt has been made here to refute the Samkhya and Yoga 
Smrtis alone ; for Samkhya and Yoga have earned world-wide 
fame as the means for attaining the highest goal of human 
life and are accepted by those versed in Sastra, and they have 
also the implied support of the Sruti ’Knowing that Cause 
attained through Samkhya and Yoga, knowing that Shining 
One, one is freed from all the bondages”. (Sve. 6-13). 

Their refutation, however, is attempted here, because 
neither through the knowledge of Samkhya nor through the 
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practice of Yoga, independent of the Veda, can the Highest 
Good be attained. The Sruti, as is well-known rejects all other 
sources as means to the Highest Good except the intuition of 
the One absolute Atman, for it says ‘There is no other path 
to attainment than (this knowledge)’ (Sve. 3-8). The Samkhyas 
and the yogas, are all dualists, and not seers of the Absolute 
Unity of Atman.” SBh., 2-1-3, 407. 


What actually is meant by the words Samkhya 
and Yoga, is thus clarified by Sankara 

I cHc;ch*lc( ere 


?IM ^ 


II 


^ *TT. >So\3. 


“As for evidential text cited by the opponent, it has to 
be concluded that the Vedic intuition and contemplation 
alone, are denoted by the words Samkhya and Yoga, for these 
are the more proximate references.” SBh. 2-1-3, 407. 

[The word Samkhya as referring to Vedic intuition is 
more naturally to be expected to have been referred to, than 
the discrimination of the Prakrti and Purusha taught by 
Kapila’s Smrti and likewise, Vedic contemplation on Atman is 
more likely to strike the mind of a Vedic student than the 
’Dhyana’ leading to Samadhi (trance) as taught by Patanjali.] 

Naturally then, when the Sruti uses words like 
‘avyakta’ (unmanifest - Ka. 3-11), one-pointed buddhi 
(Ka. 3-12), these words should be taken in the Vedic 
sense of ‘the potential seed of the Universe dependent 
on Paramatman (avyakrta)’ and the discipline of 
adhyatma-yoga (Ka. 2-12) and not to Kapila’s 
Pradhana or to Patanjali’s Ekagravrtti needed for 
Samadhi. 
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We shall now take up the words ’Yoga’ and 
’Dhyana’ as used by Sankara and Badarayana. 
Sankara refers to the word Yoga in his Bhashya 
(on. 1-4-9), in connection with Adhyatma-Yoga as 
follows 

“After having stated how the Highest Abode of Vishnu 
(or the truth about the Absolute Reality) is hard to know, he 
explains Yoga as the means of intuiting It.” SBh. 1-4-1, 337. 

The description of the Yoga itself, is as 
follows :- 

^T^fcT STTcRft II ^1. 

Sankara explains the process in these words 

u l ^ctfd^d I TRtsf? 

^H^tfelFTT <p?f I 

TTTHfR 3TRRiR SF^fFTT RT ^ 'R^HdNK^d 

Ph' 4^ I WRT ^ STTcRH 3TT?qjR Mcfc<u[c|fa ^ 

^Twri ^ 11 


“This is the gist : ‘One should restrain speech in the 
mind’, that is, one should renounce the functions of the organ 
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of speech and the other external senses, and should rest 
identifying oneself with the mind And noting the evil effect 
of thinking on external objects, one should withdraw whenever 
he observes a tendency on its part to incline towards such 
thinking and should merge it in that which is denoted by the 
word jnana \ that is, in the intellect or the faculty of 
determination. And that intellect in its turn, one should merge 
in ‘ Mahat-Atman ' the experiencing self, or it may be, the first 
- bom Buddhi (of Hiranyagarbha) by rendering it more subtle. 
This ’Great Atman’, should be finally settled in Santa - Atman 
(the Atman devoid of all multiplicity) who is being taught in 
the present context, the Supreme Reason, the final Goal.” 

SBh.1-4-1, 337. 

It is obvious that this Yoga, is only the practice 
of retreating from and retracting one’s natural 
tendency of extrovertness, and finally intuiting one’s 
eternal identity with the Absolute Atman, and has 
nothing to do with the suppression of the modifi¬ 
cations of the mind taught by Patanjali, 

which is to be refuted later on (in VS. 2-1-3). 

The word ‘dhyana ’ which some are likely to take 
for Upasana in all contexts, is to be found in 
Badaray ana’s Sutras (VS. 3-3-14) 

which undertakes to appraise the teaching of the 
Katha text (Ka. 3-10, 11) dealing with the series of 
more amd more subtle entities culminating in Purusha 
(Atman). The subject for discussion is to decide 
whether the Sruti (Ka. 3-11) has the serious import of 
emphasizing each one of the successive links (such as 
the Manas, the Buddhi & c.) as greater than the 
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immediately preceding one. Sankara explains Bada- 
rayana as meaning to assert that Purusha alone is here 
meant to be emphasized as the most supreme entity 
in the series and interprets the word Adhyana thus : 


f: I ft 

rf, T 11 

Tf, «TT. W**, W. 


‘The word ‘Adhyanaya’ in the Sutra means for the sake 
of right knowledge ; for, contemplation is taught here as a 
means for right vision and not in and for its own sake.’ 

SBh. 3-3-14, 341. 

It will be noted that Badarayana according to 
Sankara, refers here to Adhyatma-Yoga itself as a 
means to direct intuition, and not as an injunction of 
some Up as ana. 

ADHYATMA-YOGA IS NO UPASANA 


65. There is really little or no doubt about the 
Adhyatma-Yoga to suspect that it may be a kind of 
Upasana or meditation (exercise of some mental 
volition) ; for the Sruti itself says in so many words, 
that it is an instance of concentrated attitude of 
Buddhi for the purpose of visioning Atman : 

^rr wnrr i' m 3-12) ‘He is seen by 

one-pointed buddhi by those who are habituated to 
look at subtle entities’ (Ka. 3-12) and then sets forth 
the details of the process. The same is the case with 
the Dhyana-Yoga taught in the Bhagavadagita ; for 
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there also we find that one who is engaged 
continuously in dhyana, sees (G. 6-29) the sam£ 
Atman in all creatures and those creatures in that 
Atman wrft i 41'i^ic^i 

m<wU: ti' (4t. So we may be sure that it is a 

clear instance of misconception to suppose that this 
Yoga is a kind of Upasana. 

THE IMMEDIATE MEANS TO 
KNOWLEDGE 


66. We may now pass on to consider the nature 
and function of Havana, manana and nididhyasana 
taught as means to Darsana or Vision of Atman by 
Yajnavalkya to his spouse Maitreyi as found in the 
Brhadaranyaka Upanishad. We need to digress here to 
discuss the vexed question of whether or not these 
have been enjoined. While there has been a notable 
conflict between two sub-commentaries of Sankara 
regarding this matter, Sankara himself has expressly 
proclaimed that the text containing participles, 
implying injunction are only seemingly such. 

cHHifH). Their real aim is to turn the seeker 


back from the natural tendency to go outwards 
towards the external objects on the part of the 
aggregate of the body and the senses, and to urge one 
to set up a stream of thoughts towards the Atman 
within. ‘ dHIc^ch^lddlf^H 


fondly 


wcuhif-d i’ 


On. *tt. VO SBh. 


1-1-4, 52. 
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But, then, there is another Sutra in Sankara’s 
Bhashya thereon, which uses the word ‘ Samadhi’ 
which has misled some to succumb to the view that 
a compromise with the Yoga system of Patanjali is 
also recommended here by Badarayana according to 
Sankara. The wording of the Sutra is ‘trtsrRniW (R. 
*TT. ’And because there would be no samadhi 

(if the individual self were not an agent ’ - VS.2-3- 
39). The Sutra, literally taken, could of course mean 
that Samadhi is necessary for the Vedantic knowledge 
of Atman. But Sankara’s commentary leaves no doubt 
as to what is actually meant 


Rt5 q qfi q^lCH HlaM Pu M q) VJH: 

< 37Tc I TT RT I Rh cl ^1: ’ (f. 

<0, ‘#5-3^04: ^ r^imdo4:' (t5T. d-V3-O, 

WlMM&T II R. R[. ^o. 


In this exerpt, there is the unequivocal statement 
of Sankara that all these texts recommend samadhi 
(contemplation) needed for intuiting the Atman taught 
by the Upanishads. The very first of the texts quoted 
here, contains Yajnavalkya’s recommendation of 
sravana, manana and nididhyasana as the means for 
the vision of Atman. We have no inkling anywhere 
of the eight steps of Patanjala-Yoga in this or in any 
one of the texts cited here. 
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ARE PANDITYA AND OTHER MEANS 
THE SAME AS SRAVANA ETC. ? 

67. As impermissible as this equation of sravana 
etc. with the steps of Patanjala-Yoga, is the 
identification of Panditya, balya , and mauna taught in 
another text with sravana etc. That text in full reads 
as follows : 

dfHI^ I ^ 

■qrf^cq ^ ftfelTSJ TTpRifhT ^ ^ PlfelW W: It 

(I- WO. 

‘Therefore a Brahmana should try to stay in boyhood 
after having exhausted learning (panditya) and having 
exhausted boyhood and learning, he should be a mum\ and 
having exhausted Mauna (contemplation) and non-mauna, he 
would be a (real) Brahmana.’ Br. 3-5-1. 

On the face of it the text refers to one who has 
already known Brahman and has nothing to do with 
sravana and other means, as a cursory reading of 
Sankara’s Bhashya on VS. 3-4-47 would make it 
clear. The reader may look at the commentary on the 
text itself, and assure himself, if that be necessary at 
all, that the context is quite different from the one in 
which Yanavalkya’s exhortation to his wife occurs. 

IS A COMBINED PRACTICE OF ALL 

THE THREE MEANS ABSOLUTELY 
NECESSARY ? 

68. One more misconception about Sravana and 
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we shall close this topic. Are all the three means of 
knowledge beginning with sravana, obligatory for all 
seekers of jnana ? Two sub-commentaries answer the 
question in the affirmative. All the three are necessary 
for attaining jnana, knowledge of Atman, according to 
both of these interpreters. But as to which of these 
three is the principal and immediate means, there is 
a dissension between the two schools, nididhyasana 
being most necessary according to one sub¬ 
commentator while sravana is the only means to 
which the other two are subservient, according to 
another. Sankara, however, differs from both of these 
views and unambiguously declares as follows : 


This is in reply to a contemporary commentator 
on the Sutras, who supposed that the injunction of 
manana and nididhyasana implies that sravana alone is 
unable to produce jnana. Sankara says that both the 
subsequent recommendations of means are only for 
direct intuition just like sravana, and so he implies that 
they are needed for those who are unable to attain 
jnana by the single means of sravana. 


This is made crystal-clear elsewhere by him 

ft d^Pudl^l^^Pddfqfh . 

^TTTTlfh II *TT. *-*-3, 

[This sentence has been already cited once (in para 48, 
page 58) and needs no comment.] 
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Yet the sub-commentator who is biased in favour 
of nididhyasana (or meditation) as the immediate 
indispensable means, ventures to interpret even this 
express statement to mean - 

^T«f: II cR *Tf. RT. 

Any reader who has even an elementary 
knowledge of Sanskrit, can see for himself that 
(having intuited the Entity 
taught in the proposition ‘That thou art* only once) 
cannot, by any stretch of imagination, be taken to 
mean ‘^r wmrc’ (having listened to, reflected 
upon, and carefully concentrating upon it for a 
moment.’ This glossator, of course, believes in 
continued practice of nididhyasana, as absolutely 
necessary before the dawn of what he calls the 
Sakshatkara (realization) of Atman. 

^ANKARA’S VERDICT AS REGARDS 
THE MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE 

69. We should not close this section dealing with 
the consideration of the means to the knowledge of 
Brahman and Final Release, without reproducing one 
compact statement of Sankara. The reader will do well 
to ponder over the meaning of this verdict of that 
Achaiya and to remind himself of Sankara’s final 
conclusion in the matter, whenever he is confronted 
with any conflict of views on the part of Sankarites 
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or with adverse critics owing allegiance to other 
schools. 




^T, ' 


t ^ W\ ^kT 


5^rfWT WT^Ff H^flfcT II V-l-Xt, 

“Therefore, this is the final conclusion : Obligatory 
Karma such as Agnihoatra whether combined with Vidya 
(meditation), or not combined with Vidya, practised either in 
this or a previous birth, by any one longing for release before 
the dawn of knowledge, with a view to reach the goal of 
release, becomes in proportion to its efficacy, the cause of the 
destruction of accummulated sins which obstruct the 
knowledge of Brahman, and through indirectly co-operating 
with the proximate aids such as Sravana, Manana, faith and 
intent devotion culminates in bringing about the one effect 
namely Brahma-Vidya leading to release.” SBh. 4-1-18, 537. 

CONCLUSION 

70. We have so far taken a rapid survey of the 
most important topics of the Sariraka-Mimamsa of 
Badarayana, according to Sankara regarding which 
there are likely to be, and as a matter of fact, there 
have arisen divergent views, not only among the 
followers of adverse schools, but also among those 
that owe their allegiance to Sankara’s tradition itself. 
These differences of opinion are, due mostly to, not 
attaching the needful importance (1) to the distinction 
of the empirical standpoint and the transcendental 
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standpoint on the one hand, and (2) to the Vedantic 
devices adopted in the Upanishads for the purpose of 
teaching the nature of the Absolute Reality, which do 
not lend themselves to be expounded in the language 
of empirical life. The disregard of the most important 
distinction between the principles of approach to be 
adopted in the study of the previous Mimamsa of 
Jaimini, and those to be borne in mind by the students 
of Vedanta-Mimamsa of Badarayana, has been mainly 
responsible for the great many misconceptions about 
Sankara's line of reasoning. Not a few of the mis¬ 
conceptions pointed out in these paragraphs, owe their 
origin to interpretations ignoring these points which 
Sankara has made a sustained effort to stress in his 
exposition of Badarayana’s work. 

Before bringing this work to a close we would 
advise the earnest student of Sankara’s teachings 
carefully to observe the following Rules during the 
course of study 

1. Do not allow yourself to be bewildered or to become 
desperate merely because this system happens to be the most 
misunderstood, twisted and distorted by the several 
professedly ‘followers’ of the Acharya himself or just 
because it happens to be the most maligned by hyper-critics 
who have not digested the train of argument followed here. 
Apply the Basic Rules of interpretation, and then you begin 
to realize it as the one dispensation of the Highest truth. 

2. Read the original for yourself as far as possible. 

3. Be careful to accept any translation only after 
convincing yourself about its truth in all respects. Remember 
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that Sankara always para-phrases any idea that looks odd at 
first sight and harmonizes it with intuition. 

4. Remember that according to the Upanishads Reality 
is your inmost Self. 

5. Have an experimental faith, and pray for guidance 

^ ^ ^Miq\ 

6. Prove everything by direct universal intuition and by 
reasoning based on such intuition as far as possible. 

7. There will be no self-contradiction, if you constantly 
remember the distinction of the two stand-points-Empirical 
and Transcendental. 

8. ‘Let Sankara interpret Sankara’. The teacher is never 
tired of repeating the most important teachings in different 
words. 

9. Remember that neither quotations nor dry logic 

without the support of Intuition, can establish the truth of 
contradictory doctrines from the transcendental stand-point 
nor of any empirical fact without any pramana (means of 
valid knowledge), f^Frrora:', 


, ^ "JR: 1 


10. Remember that the truth of Sankara’s Advaita is 
never established by any logical refutation of one or more 
Dvaitic Systems. The nearer you come to intuit the Truth 
of Advaita, the more will you be convinced that Sankara’s 
teaching comprehends, assimilates and transcends all genuine 
truths of Dvaitic Systems. (G.K. 4-2). 
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avyakta 

64-99. 
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64-99. 
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20-22. 
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44-61. 
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samanvaya-sutra 

55-80. 

^T: 

sama 

62-94. 


Samkhya and Yoga 

64-98. 



How to Recognize the Method of Vedanta 

The first substantial attempt to reduce all the seemingly 
various methods of the Upanishads to the only comprehensive 
one of Superimposition and Rescission. This treatise contains a 
brief account of the History of Vedantic thought up to the time 
of Sarvajnatma Muni. Pages : 120 

Avasthatraya or the Unique Method of Vedanta 

The first publication on the Method of the three states of 
Consciousness, to wit, waking, dream and deep sleep - which our 
Real Self transcends. A valuable introduction to the study of 
Vedanta as the Science of Reality. Pages : 16 

The Vision of Atman 

The book deals with the following topics : 1. The Atman 
to be seen ; 2. Refutation and Reason ; 3. Nididhyasana as the 
continued practice of Sravana and Manana ; 4. Manana further 
explained ; 5. Nididhyasana, Upasana and Yoga ; 6. Are Sravana 
and other means enjoined ? 7. Relative importance of the three 
means. Pages : 120 

Essays on Vedanta 

This is a companion volume to ‘How to Recognize the 
Method of Vedanta’ and an ardent student will be immensely 
benefited if he understands the basic tenets and the traditional 
methodology of teaching the Ultimate Non-dual Reality of 
Brahman or Atman of Advaita Vedanta. Pages : 167 

Shuddha Sankara Prakriya Bhaskara (in I, [I and IH Parts) 

It sheds light on the Vedantic Method according to Sankara, 
determining the real doctrine of the Upanishads in consonance 
with the traditional methodology of teaching. Pages : 220 

The Science of Being 

This work deals with the sixth chapter of the Chhandogya 
Upanishad and presents in a nutshell the true nature of the 
‘Science of Being’. It is found to be a source of enlightenment 
to all seekers of Truth. Pages : 124 



